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Stonb  v.  Dat. 

PUADXHo. — All  RBAaoviBui  Liminaiiint  wiu  n  ImanMMD  nr  Favw 
oy  Plxatovo  Ezcsftsdto,  when  the«zoepttoo%  tboBi^  tpadal  in  fbnv 
are  bnt  an  amplifioatioii  of  the  general  demnner,  end  tid  to  point  out 
specific  defects. 

BxEconoN  Sals — Fraud  iHTAUSiATiiro.  — Where  the  ■heriff  leriao  npoft 
property  in  TioUtion  of  lnw»  indnoed  thereto  by  one  iriio  beoomee  th» 
porchaeer  at  the  exeontion  eale^  at  a  gronly  Inadeqnate  prioe^  the  tele 
thus  procored  is  Ulegal,  and,  ae  to  sach  porehaeer,  may  be  avoided  bf 
the  jnd^pnent  debtor. 

Id.— Pabtixs  to  PBooBnairo  to  8n  Aodb  Buwtioii  Sali.— Where^ 
in  proceeding  to  aet  aside  exeontion  sale  proenred  by  frand  of  puehaaer; 
no  complaint  is  made  aa  to  the  validity  of  either  judgment  or  exeontiflQ» 
and  there  are  no  eqnitiee  to  adjnst  between  the  exeontion  ereditora  and 
the  original  pniohaaer  against  whom  relief  is  soughti  the  plainti£F  in 
exeontian  is  not  a  neceaaary  party,  and  the  proneeding  ia  in  no  aenae  ool* 
lateral  in  charaoter. 

Id.— EvmxHGi^  RitiyAXor  ov.— When,  on  the  trial  of  aa  aekion,  the 
iaane  ia  whether  the  apparent  porchaaer  of  the  pitipertj  in  eontroyeray 
reaQy  purchased  it  with  his  own  money,  any  teatimony  tending  directly 
to  ahow  that  he  had  no  money  of  hia  own,  or  not  enoogh  to  have  made 
the  pnrdhaee,  ia  admiaaible;  and  in  this  oonnectioD,  it  may  be  ahown 
whether  he  was  engaged  in  any  bnsineaa  at  or  before  the  time  of  the 
parchaae,  whether  he  waa  frugal  or  prodigal  in  hia  expenditorea,  and 
whether  he  was  indnstrioos  or  indolent  in  his  habits;  bnt  eridenoe  that 
he  habitoaUy  risited  saloons  and  hooses  of  ill-fame  ia  too  remote,  and 
being  calculated  to  prejudice  the  jury,  ahonld  be  exolnded. 

Suit  commenced  by  A.  Day,  appellee,  against  I.  Stone^ 
Boea,  Sarah,  and  Zatie  Stone,  appellants,  to  try  title  to  thre» 
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lots,  and  to  recover  poeeession  thereof,  with  rents  and  dam- 
ages. Verdict  and  judgment  were  for  the  appellee  for  the 
land,  and  for  11,238.50  for  his  damages;  and  the  appellants 
prosecuted  this  appeal.  The  appellee's  petition  alleged  that, 
on  December  15,  1877,  appellant  I.  Stone  bought  the  land  in 
controversy  from  Lorance  for  two  hundred  dollars,  and  that 
at  the  time  of  the  purchase  he  was  largely  in  debt,  and  not 
owning  enough  property  to  pay  his  debts;  that  prior  to  this 
time,  Sdwaid  and  John  Martin  recovered  a  jud^Bieni  i^ainst 
said  Stte#  lor  1405  and  costs,  and  that  aft^rwalds  A.  Day 
and  Son  recovered  a  judgment  for  $6.82  and  costs;  that  said 
lots  were  levied  on  by  virtue  of  executions  issued  under  said 
judgments,  and  the  lots  were  regularly  sold  by  the  proper 
officers  on  September  3, 1878,  and  were  bid  off  by  appellee, 
he  paying  eighty  dollars  under  the  Martin  execution  and 
twelve  dollars  under  the  execution  of  A.  Day  and  Son,  and 
received  deeds  respectively  from  the  sheriff  and  constable  who 
made  the  sales;  that  the  purchase  of  the  lots  was  made  and 
the  purchase-money  paid  by  I.  Stone,  with  intent  to  hinder, 
delay,  and  defraud  his  creditors,  and  to  conceal  and  cover  up 
bis  title  to  the  property  he  induced  Lorance  to  execute  the 
deed  to  the  lots  to  Simon  Stone,  his  brother,  and  thereafter, 
Lt)cember  24, 1877,  with  the  fraudulent  intent  aforesaid,  be 
caused  the  said  Simon  to  execute  a  deed,  upon  the  recited 
consideration  of  love  and  affection,  to  the  said  I.  Stone,  to  the 
lots  in  controversy,  for  the  use  of  the  appellants  Rosa,  Sarah, 
and  Zatie  Stone,  children  of  the  said  I.  Stone;  that  he  r^ 
corded  said  deed,  and  went  immediately  into  possession,  made 
valuable  improvements,  and  had  since  held  possession,  col- 
lected rents,  etc.;  and  that  said  Simon  never  paid  or  received 
any  consideration  for  the  lots,  and  that  the  rental  value  of 
said  property  was  thirty  dollars  per  month.  Appellants 
pleaded  the  general  denial,  and  specially  that  Simon  StoM 
purchased  the  said  lots  with  his  own  money;  that  he  was  un- 
married, and  the  uncle  of  Rosa,  Sarah,  and  Zade,  and  strongly 
attached  to  them,  and  for  that  reason  conveyed  the  lots  to 
I.  Stone  in  trust  for  their  use;  that  at  the  time  of  making  the 
levies  under  which  the  lots  were  sold,  the  said  I.  Stone  lived 
at  Cleburne,  Johnson  County,  and  owned  and  possessed  in 
his  own  right,  free  from  encumbrance,  subject  to  execution, 
personal  property  more  than  sufficient  to  have  paid  both  of 
the  said  judgments  of  the  Martins  and  of  Day  and  Son,  which 
fact  was  well  known  to  the  appellee,  A.  Day,  and  to  DaviSi 
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attomej  ibr  tiie  llartiiui;  that  no  demand  was  made  on  I. 
Stone  for  payment  by  the  officers  having  said  execution,  nor 
to  pcnnt  out  property  on  which  a  levy  might  be  made;  that 
their  fidlnre  to  do  so  was  at  the  special  instance  of  the  ap- 
pellee and  Davis,  attorney  for  the  Martins,  with  the  fraudn* 
lent  intent  of  overreaching  and  defirauding  appellants;  that 
the  land  in  controversy  was  divided  into  three  separate  and 
distinct  lots,  with  improvements  on  each,  and  all  of  the  ag« 
gregate  value  of  $2,260,  which  fitcts  were  well  known  to  ap* 
pellee  and  said  Davis  at  the  time  of  said  levies,  and  'that, 
well  knowing  all  these  facts,  appellee  induced  said  levies  to 
be  made  on  all  of  said  lots,  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  and 
oppressing  the  said  I.  Stone;  that  after  said  levies,  appellant 
went  to  said  officers,  and  proposed  to  point  out  personal  prop- 
erty in  Johnson  County,  unencumbered  and  subject  to  execu* 
tion,  and  to  which  he  had  good  title,  moro  than  sufficient  to 
pay  said  execution;  that  this  offer  was  well  known  to  the  ap* 
pellee  beforo  the  sale  under  said  execution,  but  with  intent  to 
defraud  appellants  the  said  appellee  induced  said  officers  to 
rofiise  to  levy  on  said  personal  property;  that  said  levies  and 
the  sales  under  them  wero  illegal  and  void,  and  appellants 
tendered  into  court  the  purohase  price  paid  by  appellee,  and 
interest  frood  date  of  payment;  and  that  said  lands  were  sold 
under  said  execution  sales  at  a  price  grossly  disproportionate 
to  and  below  its  true  value.  To  this  answer  appellee  de- 
murred, setting  out,  in  substance,  the  following  grounds:  1. 
If  the  lots  wero  not  the  property  of  L  Stone,  or  bought  with 
his  money,  the  levy  could  not  be  fraudulent  as  to  him;  2.  Be- 
cause the  other  appellants  not  being  parties  to  either  execu- 
tion, neither  the  alleged  fraudulent  conduct  of  the  plaintiffs 
in  ezeootion  and  the  officers,  nor  the  levy  or  sale  of  the  prop- 
erty, could  affect  them  in  any  way;  8.  Because  the  aUeged 
fraudulent  ccmduct  of  appellee  and  said  offic€ars  amounts  to 
irregularities  only,  which  cannot  be  reached  except  by  direct 
suit  against  officers  and  all  parties  plaintiff  in  execution,  and 
cannot  be  taken  advantage  of  in  a  collateral  proceeding,  as 
herein  attempted,  the  plainti£Ri  in  execution  not  being  parties 
to  this  suit;  4.  Because  it  is  not  averred  that  I.  Stone  was 
not  present  at  the  sale,  or  that  there  was  any  unfairness  in 
the  sale,  or  that  Stone  made  any  request,  either  at  or  before 
the  sale,  that  the  lots  be  sold  separately.  These  exceptions 
were  sustained,  the  answer  was  strieken  out,  and  the  appel- 
lants assigned  error. 
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Jame$  W.  Brawn  and  W.  F.  Ramtey^  for  the  appellantB. 
L.  B,  Davi$  and  D.  T.  BUdaoej  for  the  appellee. 

Maltbib,  J,  It  will  be  observed  that  appellee's  ezoeptkns 
are  but  little  more  than  an  amplification  of  the  general  de- 
murrer, and  that  he  does  not  except  to  appellant's  special 
answer  on  account  of  defective  statements  or  want  of  Aillness 
in  the  allegations,  and  hence  all  reasonable  intendments  will 
be  indulged  in  favor  of  the  pleading.  Although  the  personal 
property  alleged  by  I.  Stone  to  be  in  Johnson  County  is  not 
described  nor  its  value  stated,  except  in  comparison  with  the 
amount  due  on  the  executions,  yet  these  allegations  are  be- 
lieved to  be  good  under  the  exceptions  urged,  and  the  question 
is  &irly  presented  whether  the  facts  stated,  giving  to  them 
their  full  force  and  effect,  are  sufficient  to  avoid  the  sheriff's 
sale  under  which  appellee  claims  title  to  the  land.  The  jury 
having  found  that  the  property  belonged  to  I.  Stone,  so  far  as 
the  present  trial  is  concerned  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  notice 
the  first  nor  second  exceptions. 

The  third  exception  seeks  to  avdd  the  force  of  appellant's 
answer,  on  the  ground  that  this  is  a  collateral  proceeding,  and 
the  plaintiffs  in  execution  are  not  parties,  and  that  the  con- 
duct of  the  appellee  and  officers  complained  about  were  mere 
irregularities.  There  is  no  complaint  as  to  the  validity  of 
either  judgment  or  execution,  and  therefore  the  plaintifib  in 
execution  are  not  necessary  parties;  there  being  no  equities  to 
adjust  between  the  purchaser  and  execution  creditors,  and  this 
being  a  proceeding  by  the  owner  of  the  land  against  the  origi- 
nal purchaser  at  the  execution  sales  to  set  them  aside,  is  in 
no  sense  a  collateral  proceeding . 

It  is  complained  that  the  appeUee,  who  was  the  purchaser 
of  the  land  at  the  execution  sale,  combined  and  confederated 
with  the  officers  whose  duty  it  was  to  make  the  levy  and  sale, 
to  violate  the  laws  passed  for  their  direction  in  making  such 
sales,  and  that  the  land  sold  brought  only  one  twenty-second 
part  of  its  value.  It  is  not  alleged  that  the  conduct  of  appel- 
lee contributed  to  the  grossly  inadequate  price  for  which  the 
lots  were  sold.  But  it  is  alleged  that  the  combination  and 
confederation  between  appellee  and  the  officers  was  for  the 
*  purpose  and  with  the  intent  to  oppress  and  defraud  I.  Stone; 
and  through  the  agency  of  appellee  and  the  attorney  of  the 
other  plaintiffs  in  execution,  the  officers  were  induced  to  forego 
levying  on  personal  property,  as  the  law  commanded  them  to 
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do,  before  touching  the  improved  real  estate,  and  to  levj  on  the 
lots;  and  that  the  disastrous  consequence  was,  that  the  prop- 
arty  sold  at  less  than  one  twentieth  of  its  value,  and  that  ap- 
pellee was  the  gainer  to  that  extent  by  his  positive  frauds,  if 
the  answer  is  to  be  taken  as  true.  The  precise  question  in- 
volved  has  not  been  decided  in  this  state;  but  in  a  motion  for 
rehearing,  in  the  case  of  Odle  v.  Frosty  69  Tex.  689,  Chief 
Justice  Willie  uses  the  following  language:  — 

"As  to  the  &ilure  of  the  sheriff  to  demand  a  levy  of  appel- 
lant before  proceeding  to  sell  the  land,  this  court  has  held  the 
statute  in  such  respects  directory,  and  that  the  failure  to  com- 
ply with  its  requirements  would  not  necessarily  render  the 
sale  void.  If  it  be  shown  that  the  failure  is  the  result  of  a 
fraudulent  combination  between  the  sheriff  and  plaintiff  in 
execution,  the  result  might  be  different.''  But  no  such  facts 
were  shown,  or  attempted  to  be  shown,  in  that  case. 

It  has  been  held  in  Kentucky  that,  where  a  sheriff  had 
fiEdled  to  give  proper  notice  of  an  execution  sale,  and  a  person 
cognisant  of  the  &ci  induced  the  officer  to  sell,  and  became 
the  purchaser,  such  conduct  of  the  sheriff  was  illegal,  and  the 
purchaser  being  partieeps  eriminis  the  sale  was  iUegal  and 
void  for  fraud,  and  will  be  set  aside:  Hayden  v.  Dwdop,  8 
Bibb,  216. 

Here  the  appellee  is  alleged  to  have  induced  the  officers  to 
violate  the  law  in  levying  upcm  the  property,  and  to  have  be- 
come the  purchaser  at  the  sale,  at  a  grossly  inadequate  price; 
and  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  a  sale  thus  procured  is  illegal, 
contrary  to  public  policy,  and  may  be  avoided,  as  to  the  pur- 
chaser, at  such  sale.  It  follows  tiiat  there  was  error  in  sus- 
taining the  exceptions  to  appellant's  special  answer. 

Appellee  seeks  to  sustain  the  ruling  of  the  court,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  uncontradicted  testimony  in  the  case,  as  he 
alleges,  shows  the  answer  of  appellants  to  be  fJEtlse.  In  sus- 
taining the  exceptions,  the  district  court,  in  effect,  notified  ap- 
pellants that  the  facts  alleged  in  their  answer  was  no  defense 
to  the  action,  and  that  no  evidence  would  be  heard  in  support 
of  their  allegations;  and  now  appellee,  at  whose  instance  said 
answer  was  stricken  out,  ought  not  to  be  heard  to  say  that  the 
allegations  in  the  answer  are  proven  to  be  false,  appellants  not 
having  had  an  opportunity  to  establish  the  truth  of  the  same 
before  the  jury  that  tried  the  case. 

During  the  progress  of  the  trial,  one  of  the  issues  being 
whether  Simon  Stone  purchased  the  lots  in  question  with  his 
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own  money,  a  witness  for  appellee  was  permitted  to  state, 
over  appellant's  objections,  that  Simon  Stone  was  dissipated 
in  his  habits,  and  an  habitual  frequenter  of  saloons  and  hooseB 
of  ill-fame,  which  is  assigned  as  error.  Any  testimony  di- 
rectly tending  to  show  that  Simon  Stone  had  no  money,  or 
not  enough  to  have  purchased  the  property  in  controversy, 
would  have  been  admissible,  though  it  might  have  prejudiced 
the  jury  against  appellants;  and  in  this  connection,  it  would 
have  been  competent  to  have  shown  whether  he  owned  any 
property,  or  was  seen  with  money  at  or  before  the  time  of  the 
purchase;  whether  he  was  engaged  in  any  business;  whether 
frugal  or  prodigal  in  his  expenditure;  and  whether  he  was  in- 
dustrious  or  indolent  in  his  habits;  whether  there  were  judg- 
ments  or  executions  against  him,  and  other  facts  of  like 
character  having  a  tendency  to  elucidate  the  issue:  Abbott's 
Trial  Evidence,  p.  616,  sees.  5,  6. 

The  evidence  objected  to  was  in  reference  to  the  personal 
habits  of  Simon  Stone,  in  directions  where  a  good  deal  of 
money  is  supposed  to  be  squandered,  but  not  tending  to  show 
that  he  was  of  extravagant  habits,  or  if  so,  the  tendency  would 
be  remote;  and  being  calculated  to  prejudice  the  minds  of  the 
jury,  should,  in  our  opinion,  have  been  excluded. 

Other  errors  are  assigned,  but  not  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
require  notice.  For  the  errors  considered,  we  report  that  the 
case  ought  to  be  reversed  and  remanded. 


Objbgxiom  ov  Waut  or  Pabzhovlabxtt  ut  Btatsmsst  ov  Oausb  or  Ao- 
TXON  is  not  raised  Uy  genaral  demurrar:  Oeorge  ▼.  Thonuut  S7  Am.  Dea  61S| 
and  see  CuTmingkam  ▼.  Smith,  60  Id.  833;  Coffin  ▼.  KnoU,  62  Id.  637. 

Inapiquaot  or  Pbics,  effect  of  on  execution  sale:  Campon  ▼.  Oocffirei^ 
100  Am.  Deo.  133»  and  note  146;  Garden  v.  Lane,  3  Am.  St  Rep.  228. 

Pubobasbb's  TaiM  undkb  Ezjecution,  whbn  Protected:  Carwith  ▼• 
State  Bank,  86  Am.  Dea  763;  I>odge  ▼.  WaHejf,  83  Id.  61;  Sydnorv.  Bobert^ 
66  Id.  84;  Durhamr.  Heat<m,Sl  Id.  601;  his  title  to  land  cannot  beaffootoA 
by  the  sheriff's  failnre  to  seize  personal  property  npon  which  he  might  !»▼• 
levied:  Sydnor  t.  Jteberta,  66  Id.  84. 

Fraudulint  PcmoBASXE  or  Lasd  at  SBBsirr's  Sale  may  be  treated  mm 
trustee  by  those  interested  in  the  property:  Betka  t.  Sharp,  76  Am.  Deo. 
790. 

JvBiciAX.  Salb»  GtBOUKDS  vqb  SiiTDro  Asmi:  CampbeU  t.  Cfardner,  60 
Am.  Deo.  SI9S,  and  note  604. 

Solvency  cannot  be  Shown  bt  PBOvnro  Chabaoteb  vob  Honsn,  and 
by  showing  that  the  party  always  paid  his  debts:  JaneB  t.  Scott,  98  Am.  I>eo» 
828. 
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Weinsteih  V.  National  Bane  of  Jefferson. 

160  TBZA8,  S&] 

TiMAiaXQ  AMD  PsAOncn — Plxa  ov  EstoppUm  —  In  a  rait  by  a  depontor 
•fftiost  a  bank  to  reoorer  an  amount  paid  by  the  bank  on  forged  checks 
dxawn  in  the  depositor's  name,  a  plea  alleging  that  the  plaintiff  haring 
reoeiTod  his  pass-book  and  checks,  and  having  failed  to  detect  and  de- 
Bonnoe  the  forgeries  within  a  reasonable  time,  was  thereby  estopped  fimn 
qnestioning  the  correctness  of  the  account^  is  bad«  inasmnoh  as  it  fails  to 
allege  or  show  any  injury  or  loss  to  the  defendant  occasioned  by  or  re* 
salting  from  each  dslay. 

bw— Ih  Atxaus  AOAoar  Bara  to  Riootib  AMonrr  Vab>  oa  Ioboid 
Ghbobb^  a  plea  by  way  of  estoppel,  aTening  thai  by  reason  ol  "the  a^- 
ligsnce  and  failnre"  of  the  pliintiff  to  examine  the  aoooont  and  report 
any  errors  or  forgeries  therein,  the  defendant  was  **  debaiTed  the  right 
and  uppuitiuiity  of  preteeting  itself'*  is  good  on  general  demnrrer.  Bnt 
Mgedal  sgeepttott  on  aoooont  ol  TsgneasM  and  gsnewJiiy,  if  filed,  should 
besnstained. 

SRraFVBL.  —  Ewopfb*  mat  SB  Gbbated  vot  oblt  whbh  Pabtt  Sougbt 
TO  BB  OovGLUDBD  Khowb  the  material  faets  he  is  charged  with  having 
Aopiesented  or  conocaled,  but  slio  when  he  is  in  snch  position  that  he 
ought  to  have  known  tiiein,  so  that  knowledge  will  be  imputed  to  him. 

In. — Whbv  Ohb  Pabtt  bas  bbbn  Fbbvbrtbd^  bt  CoHiwor  and  Rbpbb- 
8BZ«TATi0K8  ov  Anothxb,  from  taking  prompt  action  for  the  collection 
of  his  debt^  this  is  rach  a  change  in  his  position  for  the  worse  as  to  meet 
the  requirement  of  the  law  in  creating  an  estoppeL 

Baxxb  aho  Babbixo.— It  m  Dorr  ov  Dbpobivob  to  Kbow  whbthbb 
BIB  AooouBT  with  Babk  IS  CoBBBOT  OB  BOi;  and  promptly  to  report  a 
forgery  when  detected;  and  if  he  n^gligentiy  faili  to  make  the  ezamina- 
tion  and  conseqnent  discovery  when  he  ooold  hare  done  so^  it  is  as  if  he 
hadexpreesly  admitted  the  gennineness  of  the  checks,  and  he  will  not  be 
permitted  to  deny  the  faot^  provided  tiie  bank  be  prejudiced  by  the 
lulore. 

JsK — Babx  n  BOT  LiABLB  TO  Dbfositob  vob  Mobbt  Paid  ow  Fqboid 
Chboxs,  where,  by  resson  of  the  depositor's  negligenoe  and  delay  in  ez- 
amining  his  aoooont  and  reporting  the  forgeries,  the  bank  loses  the 
opportunity  of  recovering  the  mon^  which  it  would  have  had  if  tiie 
disoovoiy  and  report  had  been  made  in  a  reasonable  time. 

Action  to  recover  money  paid  by  a  bank  on  forged  ohecki. 
The  fiicts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Todd  and  Hudgint^  for  the  appellant 

O.  A.  OvXbenonj  for  the  appellee. 

Gainxs,  J.  The  plaintiff  in  the  court  below,  who  ig  appel* 
lant  here,  was,  daring  the  years  1885  and  1886,  a  merchant  in 
the  city  of  Jefferson  and  depositor  in  the  bank  of  the  defend- 
ant corporation.  He  was  absent  during  the  periqd  of  the 
transactions  involved  in  this  suit,  that  is  to  say,  from  Decem- 
ber, 1885,  to  August,  1886,  but  his  business  was  in  charge  of 
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his  brother,  A.  Weinstein,  who  was  his  agent  and  attorney  in 
fjEtct.  On  the  27th  of  February  and  also  on  the  12th  of  June, 
1886,  the  cashier  of  the  bank  balanced  plaintiff's  pass-book, 
and  returned  all  checks,  which  had  been  paid  by  the  bank  up 
to  these  dates  respectively.  In  August,  1886,  A.  Weinstein 
discovered,  or  claimed  to  have  discovered,  that  a  number  of 
checks  of  dates  extending  from  December  5, 1885,  to  June  4, 
1886,  which  had  been  paid  by  the  bank  and  charged  to  plain- 
tiff's  account,  had  been  forged.  The  aggregate  amount  was 
11,082.05.  The  checks  were  embraced  in  the  accounts  bal- 
anced in  the  pass-book,  and  were  returned  to  plaintiff's  agent 
with  the  pass-book  when  balanced  at  the  dates  named  above. 

Plaintiff  made  demand  of  the  bank  for  the  money  charged 
against  him  on  the  checks  alleged  to  have  been  foi^^ed,  and 
payment  having  been  refused,  brought  this  suit  for  its  recov- 
ery. The  defendant  pleaded  a  general  denial,  and  also  in 
substance  that  plaintiff's  agent  having,  at  the  dates  above 
named,  received  the  pass-book  and  checks,  and  having  failed 
to  use  due  diligence  to  detect  and  denounce  the  forgeries 
within  a  reasonable  time,  plaintiff  was  thereby  estopped  from 
questioning  the  correctness  of  the  account.  The  court  over- 
JTuled  an  exception  to  the  plea  of  estoppel,  and  plaintiff 
'excepted  to  the  ruling,  and  now  assigns  it  as  error.  The 
ground  of  the  exception  was,  that  the  plea  did  not  ''allege  or 
show  any  injury  or  loss  to  defendant  occasioned  by  or  result- 
ing from  the  delay  on  part  of  plaintiff,"  in  discovering  and 
giving  notice  of  the  fo^^ries.  The  exceptions  were  well  taken 
-to  the  original  answer.  It  contained  no  averment  of  any  loss 
by  reason  of  the  laches  of  plaintiff's  agent,  or  that  its  condi- 
tion had  been  in  any  manner  changed  for  the  worse  by  his 
negligence.  We  do  not  see  that  such  loss  or  injury  was  a 
necessary  consequence  of  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  answer,  and 
lience,  in  our  opinion,  in  order  to  make  it  good  as  a  plea  of 
estoppel,  it  should  have  been  alleged.  But  in  a  trial  amend- 
ment filed  by  leave  of  the  court  (it  is  to  be  presumed  after 
the  exceptions  had  been  sustained,  though  no  order  sustaining 
it  appears  on  the  record),  defendant  avers  that  by  reason  of 
the  "negligence  and  failure"  to  examine  and  report  any  errors 
-or  forgeries  therein  it  was  '^debarred  the  right  and  opportunity 
^f  protecting  itself";  and  further,  that  if  the  account  of  Feb- 
ruary 27th  had  been  examined  and  the  forgeries  reported, 
defendant  would  not  have  paid  the  other  checks  alleged  to 
ihave  been  forged.    The  first  part  of  this  allegation  is  vague 
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and  indefinite^  but  we  think  it  good  upon  a  general  demuner: 
May  y.  Taylor,  22  Tex.  348;  George  y.  Lerrwny  19  Id.  161.  A 
special  exception  on  account  of  yaguenees  and  generality 
fthould  haye  been  enstained,  but  no  ench  exception  was  filed. 

Appellant's  second  assignment  is  that, — ''  2.  The  court  erred 
in  its  charge  to  the  jury  in  paragraphs  9, 10,  and  11  of  said 
charge,  in  this,  that  said  instructions  debarred  plaintiff  from 
any  recoyery  for  any  amount,  notwithstanding  all  the  checks 
may  haye  been  for^Bd,  if  the  jury  found  a  failure  on  the  part 
of  plaintiff  to  examine  and  inspect  the  accounts  and  checks, 
which  were  neyer  returned  to  him  until  February  27, 1886." 

We  do  not  think  the  assignment  well  taken.  It  may  be 
that  these  paragraphs,  if  they  stood  alone,  would  subject  the 
charge  to  the  criticism  which  is  .made  upon  it.  In  paragraph 
9  the  jury  are  told  that  if,  by  reason  of  the  fjedlure  of  A.  Wein- 
stein  to  examine  the  account  and  report  the  forgeries  ^*  the 
opportunity  of  protection  on  part  of  defendant  was  lost^  then 
plaintiff  would  not  be  entitled  to  recoyer."  The  eleyenth  par« 
i^l^ph  contains  substantially  the  same  proposition.  We  are 
not  prepared  to  say  that,  under  the  peculiar  facts  of  the  case, 
these  paragraphs  of  the  instructions,  taken  by  themselyes, 
would  not  haye  been  calculated  to  mislead;  but  in  the  sixth 
paragraph  the  jury  had  been  preyiously  instructed,  in  offset, 
that  the  bank  would  be  liable,  unless  Weinstein  had  neglected 
to  examine  the  account  and  report  the  forgeries  ^'  for  such  a 
length  of  time  as  worked  an  injury  to  the  bank  ";  and  in  the 
eeyenth  they  are  further  charged,  in  effect,  that  the  bank  was 
injured  if,  by  reason  of  Weinstein's  negligence  and  delay,  it 
lost  the  means  of  recoyering  the  money,  which  it  would  haye 
had  if  the  discoyery  and  report  had  been  made  in  a  reason- 
able time.  Taking  the  charge  as  a  whole,  the  jury  must  hays 
understood  that  they  were  not  warranted  in  finding  for  the 
plaintiff  under  any  state  of  facts,  unless  they  found  that  the 
bank  had  not  been  prejudiced  by  the  negligence  of  plaintiff's 
agent. 

In  his  third  assignment  of  error,  appellant  complains  of  the 
action  of  the  court  in  refusing  to  giye  the  following  instruc- 
tion asked  by  his  counsel  upon  the  trial:  ''If  you  belieye, 
from  the  eyidence,  that  the  defendant  paid  the  checks  pur- 
porting to  be  drawn  by  the  plaintiff  between  the  fifth  day  of 
December,  1886,  and  the  twenty-seyenth  day  of  February, 
1886,  the  date  of  the  balancing  and  return  of  plaintiff's  book, 
and  if  you  belieye  that  any  of  such  checks  so  paid  within  said 
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period  of  time  were  feilse  or  forged,  then  the  plaintiff  is  not 
eetopped  from  recovering  the  amount  bo  paid  on  sach  false  or 
forged  checks  and  charged  to  plaintiff,  even  though  you  should 
find  that  plaintiff  is  estopped  by  negligence  from  recovering 
for  any  forged  or  false  checks  paid  after  said  balancing  and 
return  of  said  pass-book  on  said  February  27, 1886.  And  in 
such  case  you  will  find  for  plaintiff  the  amount  of  such  false 
and  forged  checks  so  paid  by  defendant  and  charged  to  plain- 
tiff from  December  5, 1885,  to  February  27, 1886." 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  charge  requested  and  refused  aaaumeSi 
as  a  matter  of  law,  that  there  could  be  no  estoppel  urn  to  the 
amounts  paid  on  the  checks  alleged  to  be  forged  before  the  bal- 
ancing of  the  pass-book  and  the  return  of  the  chocks  on  the 
27th  of  February,  1886;  and  appellant  is  not  without  author* 
Hy  to  support  this  position.   In  Daniels  on  Negotiable  Inetru- 
ments  it  is  said:  ^'  It  seems,  further,  that  the  depositor  owes 
the  bank  no  duty  which  requires  him  to  examine  his  paaa-book 
or  vouchers  with  a  view  to  detection  of  forgeries  of  his  name, 
and  may  therefore  repudiate  such  a  charge  whenever  the  fbi^ 
gery  is  discovered":  2  Daniels  on  Negotiable  Instruments,  aeo. 
1870.    The  learned  author  refers,  in  support  of  his  position,  to 
IFS^iastfr  v.  Dennuon^  10  N.  Y.  69,  61  Am.  Dec.  731,  and  to  JVo- 
tiotud  Bank  v.  Tappan^  6  Kan.  465,  the  former  of  which  fairly 
supports  his  text,  though  in  our  opinion  the  latter  does  not. 
We  think  there  may  be  cases  in  which  a  bank  that  has  paid 
tarepd  checks  may  be  put  in  a  worse  position  by  the  failure  of 
tho  depositor  to  detect  the  forgery  upon  return  of  his  pass-book 
wit^hin  a  reasonable  time  than  he  would  have  been  had  the 
fraud  been  promptly  discovered  and  denounced.    In  such  a 
case,  injury  having  resulted,  the  transaction  contains  every 
element  of  an  estoppel.    The  object  of  the  statement  of  the 
account  in  the  pass-book  and  its  return  with  the  checks  is  to 
apprise  the  depositor  of  the  full  state  of  his  account,  as  shown 
by  the  books  of  the  bank,  to  the  end  that  he  may  verify  it  if 
it  be  correct,  or  detect  its  errors  if  it  be  found  erroneous.    The 
banker  impUedly  says  to  the  depositor:  This  is  my  account- 
examine  it,  and  if  not  found  correct,  report  to  me  its  inaccu^ 
racies.    And  should  the  latter  fail  to  complain  within  a  rea- 
sonable time,  the  banker  would  have  the  right  to  consider  that 
there  was  no  objection  to  it    By  his  failure  to  speak  in  proper 
Ume,  he  virtually  admits  the  correctnesB  of  the  items  charged. 

Se'iX^i^^^^^^  ^  ^^*"PP^^  °^^y  ^  '^^^^^^  ^ot  only  when 
*^^  ^^^^  to  be  concluded  knows  the  material  facts  he 
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is  charged  with  haviog  repreMnted  or  concealed,  bat  alao  when 
he  ia  "  in  aoch  poddon  that  he  ought  to  have  known  them,  ao 
that  knowledge  will  be  imputed  to  him":  2  Pomeroy'a  Eq. 
Jnr.,  sec.  809.  Hence  it  is  the  duty  of  the  depoaitor  to  know 
whether  the  account  is  correct  or  not,  and  promptly  to  report 
a  forgery  when  detected.  Should  ho  negligently  fail  to  make 
the  examination  and  consequent  discovery  (when  he  could 
have  discovered  it),  it  is  as  if  he  had  expressly  admitted  the 
genuineness  of  the  checksy  and  he  will  not  be  permitted  to 
deny  the  fust,  provided  the  bank  be  prejudiced  by  his  fail- 
ure. It  has  been  held  by  this  court,  when  one.  party  has  been 
prevented  or  induced  by  the  conduct  and  representations  of 
another  from  taking  prompt  action  for  the  collection  of  his 
debt,  that  this  issuch  a  change  in  his  position  for  the  worse  as 
to  meet  the  requirement  of  the  law  in  order  to  create  an  es- 
toppel: Behwan  v.  NaHtmal  Bank^  67  Tex.  217. 

In  these  views  we  are  ably  sustained  by  the  opinion  in  the 
case  of  LeaiheT  MQMrfaetwrer^$  Bank  v.  Morgan,  117  U.  8.  98. 
That  case,  as  to  its  fiacts,  is  very  similar  to  the  case  before  us, 
and  in  the  opinion  there  delivered,  Mr.  Justice  Harlan  ex- 
haustively reviews  the  authorities,  and  aflSrms  the  principles 
we  have  stated.  The  learned  judge  distinguishes  the  cases  of 
WiituT  V.  Demnmn,  and  NaUomoi  Ba%k  v.  Tappan^  tiiprti,  and 
claims  that  they  are  not  in  conflict  with  his  opinion.  We 
need  refer  only  to  that  opinion  in  support  of  our  conclusion 
and  to  the  cases  there  cited  and  discussed.  There  are  ex- 
pressions in  the  language  of  the  court  in  that  case,  from  which 
it  may  be  inferred  that  the  law  would  presume  that  the  bank 
was  prejudiced  by  the  negligence  of  the  depositor  in  foiling  to 
detect  and  discover  the  forgery.  We  are  not  prepared  to  say 
whether  such  a  deduction  may  be  legitimately  drawn  from  it 
or  not,  but  if  so,  we  do  not  wish  to  be  considered  as  assenting 
to  that  doctrine.  We  think  that  it  is  a  matter  for  the  jury 
under  appropriate  instructions  from  the  court. 

By  the  charge  under  consideration,  appellant  virtually  re» 
quested  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  bank  could  not 
have  been  prejudiced,  and  would  at  all  events  be  liable,  as  to 
the  checks  paid  before  the  first  return  of  the  pass-book  and 
checks  in  February,  1886.  It  follows,  from  what  we  have  said, 
that  in  our  opinion  this  is  not  the  law,  and  there  was  no  error 
in  refusing  to  give  the  instruction.  The  general  charge  left 
it  to  the  jmry  to  say  whether  the  bank  was  injured  or  not, 
and  this  was  correct.    There  is  no  assignment  raising  the 
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question  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  upon  that  iseue,  and 
therefore  we  are  not  called  upon  to  consider  whether  or  not 
the  oTidence  supports  the  verdict  in  that  particular. 

There  is  no  error,  and  tiie  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Affirmed. 


Bavk  Pats  Fobobd Cbiok  at  in  Pibil:  nrttNoL  Bmkr.8ia$$Btmi^ 
S  Am.  St.  Btpb  2H,  and  omm  ooUeoted  in  nott  S9S. 

DiPOsnoE  n  vor  Bstoppid  from  proving  that  cheoks  ittomtd  hj  tlio 
bank  u  paid  were  forgeries,  by  reaeon  of  hie  neglaot  to  erfMnhw  them  wbea 
returned:  ITeMKr  ▼.  Demiimm,  61  Am.  Dec  781»  and  note. 

To  Cbiats  as  Equttabli  Ebtopfbl,  the  party  aon^t  to  be  eatopped 
mnst  haTe  done  aome  act  or  made  some  adTniwrion  to  inflnenoe  the  oondnet 
of  the  other,  whioh  act  or  admiaaon  had  been  acted  upon  by  the  lattor,  and 
whioh  would  be  Jnoonaiitent  with  the  ebim  on  the  part  of  the  former:  ^e« 
Tori  Mbber  Co.  t.  JBoOerr*  ^  Am.  St.  Bepb  932,  and  note;  or  tho  contra- 
diotion  of  which  would  operate  aa  n  frand  npon  the  party  who  had  acted 
npon  it:  Eumpkrt^9  t.  Fhch,  2  Id.  293^  and  note.  And  ignorance  wiU  not 
exenae  the  party  making  the  repreaentaticni^  if  he  ia  in  aodh  a  poaition  that 
he  conld  haTe  aacertained  or  ought  to  know  the  truth:  Titm  ▼•  Jfoot^  6S 
Am.  Dec  666;  Jli^bT.  AmmH;  91  Id.  214. 

Ebtoffiii  zh  Pais  seouu)  bi  Plbabsd  with  aame  fnllneaa  and  particu- 
larity aa  ia  required  in  oaaea  involving  like  aubjeota  of  inquiry  in  aoite  in 
equity;  but  if  evidence  of  the  facta  conatitutuig  it  be  admitted  without  ob- 
jection, the  defect  in  pleading  ii  waived:  Dmk  v.  Dariif  S6  Am.  Dec  167. 
EetoppBl  need  not  be  pleaded  vndar  Uinneaota  coda^  in  oidar  tint  it  may  be 
given  in  evidence:  CfaldwtUr.  Amg&rp  77  Id.  6UL 
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laa  TuxAi,  e7.i 

AinxMkTzn.  —It  n  SuiyioiJuiT  Ckxiipuijros  wrb  ScaxcrroBT  PnoTisnur 
tliat  all  affidaviti  ''ahall  be  in  writing,  and  aigned  by  the  party  makiqg 
the  aame,"  that  the  aignature  of  the  affiant^  initead  of  being  affixed 
below  the  body  of  the  affidavit,  and  above  the  jurats  appeara  below  the 
official  aignature  of  the  notary. 

ATTOBiriT  AS  SuBXTT.^Bvut  oT  OoTTBT  ZH  TiXAA,  providing  that  "no 
attorney  or  other  officer  of  the  court  ahall  be  aurety  in  any  canae  pandiag 
in  court,  except  under  epedal  leave  of  the  courts"  ia  merely  directory; 
and  if  each  officer  or  attorney  become  a  surety  in  contravention  of  the 
rule,  his  act  ia  neither  void  nor  voidable.  The  purpoae  of  the  regulation 
ia  Bufficiently  accompltehed  by  puniehing  the  offsoder  for  contempt  of 
oourt»  without  holding  the  bond  a  nullity. 

Action  to  recover  the  valne  of  certain  merchandise.    The 
&ct8  appear  in  the  opinion. 
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Wray  and  SiandUy^  for  the  appellante. 

BaU  and  MeCart^  A.  M.  Carter^  and  R.  M.  Wynme^  kit  th# 
appelleee. 

Gaihbb,  J.  Appellants  brought  this  Buit  to  recover  of  ap- 
pellees the  Bum  of  $1,630,  the  alleged  value  of  certam  mer* 
ehandiee  averred  to  belong  to  plaintiffs,  and  to  have  been 
eoDverted  by  defendants.  The  petition  alleged  that  plaintiffa 
were  citisens  and  residents  of  the  state  of  Illinois,  and  that 
defendants  were  residents  of  Tarrant  Coonty,  and  citiiens  of 
the  state  of  Texas.  On  the  fourteenth  day  of  September,  1885, 
the  plaintiffs  filed  a  petition  for  removal  of  the  cause  to  the 
United  States  circuit  court  for  the  northern  district  of  Texas, 
under  subdivision  8  of  section  639  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
the  United  States.  The  petition  was  accompanied  by  an 
affidavit  and  bond,  to  which,  on  the  13th  of  September,  de* 
fendants  filed  exceptions  in  due  form.  The  court  thereupon 
sustained  the  exceptions  to  the  bond,  and  refused  the  apphca- 
tion  for  the  removal  of  the  cause,  to  which  ruling  plaintiffa 
excepted.  The  cause,  haying  proceeded  to  trial,  resulted  in  a 
verdict  and  judgment  for  the  defendants. 

The  plaintiffs  now  appealing  assign  as  error  the  action  of 
the  court  in  refusing  to  remove  the  cause.  Appellees  insist 
that  both  the  bond  and  affidavit  were  insufficient,  and  upon 
the  determination  of  the  question  of  their  validity  the  decision 
of  the  case  in  this  court  depends. 

The  ground  of  the  exception  to  the  affidavit  is,  that  the  sig* 
nature  of  the  affiant,  David  A.  Eohn,  instead  of  being  affixed 
below  the  body  of  the  affidavit,  and  above  the  jurats  appears 
below  the  official  signature  of  the  notary.  Waiving  the  ques- 
tion whether  a  common-law  affidavit  is  not  all  that  can  be  re- 
quired under  the  act  of  Congress,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
affidavit  in  controversy  must  be  held  good  under  our  own  laws. 
The  statute  provides  that  all  affidavits  '^  shall  be  in  writing, 
and  signed  by  the  party  making  the  same":  R.  S.,  art  6.  As 
to  the  place  of  the  signature,  nothing  is  said.  The  jurat  is  in 
these  words:  "Subscribed  by  the  said  David  A.  Eohn,  and  by 
bim  sworn  to  before  me  this,  the  thirty-first  day  of  August, 
A.  D.  1885."  The  signature,  "  David  A.  Kohn,"  appearing 
immediately  below  the  official  designation  of  the  notary,  it  is 
apparent  that  it  was  placed  there  by  the  affiant  for  the  pur- 
pose of  subscribing  to  the  instrument.  This  meets  fully  the 
objects  of  the  law,  and  is  all  that  can  be  required. 


so  EoRN  ff.  Wabheb.  [Texasi 

The  objection  to  the  bond  is,  fint,  because  it  is  signed  by 
plaintiflTs  attorneys  as  suretiesy  without  first  having  obtained 
leave  of  the  court;  and  second,  because  the  sureties  were,  as  al- 
leged, insolvent.  The  judgment  of  the  court  upon  the  excep- 
tions to  the  bond  shows  that  they  were  sustained  upon  the  first 
ground,  and  nothing  being  said  as  to  the  second,  we  are  to 
presume  that  the  objection  was  waived,  or  that  upon  a  heajp* 
ing  of  the  evidence  the  sureties  were  held  to  be  solvent 

The  question  whether  a  bond  made  in  course  of  a  judicial 
proceeding  in  the  courts  of  our  state,  and  signed  by  an  attor- 
ney as  a  surety  in  violation  of  the  rules  of  the  court,  can  bo 
held  valid  when  objected  to,  is  not  without  difficulty.  The 
great  weight  of  authority  is,  that  if  it  is  received  and  acted 
upon  without  exception  being  made  to  it,  it  will  be  held 
good.  Such  seems  to  be  the  uniform  ruling  of  the  court  of 
king's  bench:  King  v.  Sheriff  oj  Surrey^  2  East,  182;  FasAaU 
V.  Bowermanj  Id.;  Hooper  v.  Tahomdon^  1  Chit.  714,  note; 
though  a  different  rule  appears  to  have  prevailed  in  the  com- 
mon pleas:  Cohiah  v.  RoeSy  1  Taunt.  164.  But  we  have  found 
but  one  decision  in  the  courts  of  this  country  in  which  such  a 
bond  is  held  absolutely  void  {Cothren  v.  Connaughton,  24  Wis. 
134);  and  in  that,  the  court,  speaking  of  the  statute  incapaci- 
tating attorneys  from  becoming  sureties,  say:  '^This  statute 
does  in  terms  deprive  attorneys  practicing  in  any  of  the 
courts  of  this  state  of  the  legal  power  or  ability  of  becoming 
a  surety  on  any  undertaking,  and  this  is  not  a  personal  privi- 
lege which  the  attorney  may  waive,  but  the  law  evidently  in- 
tends to  disqualify  them  from  entering  into  such  contracts." 
From  this  we  infer  that  the  language  of  the  Wisconsin  statute 
differs  materially  fi^m  the  language  of  the  statutes  of  other 
states,  and  their  rules  of  court  upon  the  same  subject  In 
Kentucky  they  have  a  statute  prohibiting  any  officer  from 
taking  any  attorney  as  a  surety  on  a  bail  bond;  yet,  for  the 
reason  that  it  does  not  declare  a  bond  with  such  surety  void, 
the  court  say  it  is  merely  directory,  and  hold  that  the  suretyi 
though  an  attorney,  is  bound:  Holandeworth  v.  CofMnonweaUKf 
11  Bush,  617.  Such  is  also  the  construction  placed  upon 
statutes  of  similar  import  in  Ohio,  Illinois,  Missouri,  and 
Kansas:  Sherman  v.  State^  4  Kan.  670;  Hiele  v.  Chouteau^  12 
Ho.  842;  WaUace  v.  Seolee,  6  Ohio,  429;  Jaeh  v.  PeopU,  19 
HI.  68. 

We  have  no  statute  upon  this  subject  which  applies  to  pith 
eeedings  in  civil  cases.    Our  rule  reads:  '^No  attorney  or  other 
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officer  of  the  court  shall  ho  surety  in  any  cause  pending  in 
oonrt,  exo^t  under  special  leave  of  the  court'':  47  Tex.  626, 
rule  60.  We  think  the  general  understanding  of  the  courts 
and  of  the  bar  in  our  state  has  been  that  the  rule  was  merely 
intended  to  protect  the  officers  of  the  court  against  the  impor- 
tunity of  litigants;  that  it  is  merely  directory,  and  hence  if 
an  officer  become  a  surety  in  contravention  of  the  rulci  his 
act  is  neither  void  nor  voidable.  The  purpose  of  the  regula- 
tion is  sufficiently  accomplished  by  punishing  the  offender  for 
CQQlempt  of  court  without  holding  the  bond  a  nullity.  To 
fftlloir  even  the  modified  practice  of  the  court  of  king's  bench, 
and  to  hold  an  obligation  with  such  surety  even  voidable  upon 
exception,  is  to  apply  a  harsh  remedy  and  in  some  cases  to 
work  an  injustice,  which  the  court  in  adopting  the  rule  did 
not  contemplate. 

We  think  the  court  below  erred  in  holding  the  bond  void, 
and  for  this  error  the  judgment  will  be  reversed  and  the  cause 
remanded,  with  instruction  to  remove  the  cause  as  prayed  for 
in  the  petition  for  that  purpose. 


AmDAvrr  vkbd  bot  m  Sioitbd  Vy  depoDsiii^  tudaM  nqnired  by  atatatet 
Aeltoit  T.  Any^  70  AoL  Dea  aae. 

AmsAVir  DomDs  SkeUim  ▼•  Berry,  70  Am.  Deo.  120;  ainflndiiient  of 
■ffidnrits  TtmiBr.  WUhnw^  77  Id.  117,  and  aoto  110|  BaUtU  ▼•  ChicagoHc 
M.B.  Oik,  92  Id.  9^ 

AvnsAvzT  GAjmofT  n  Used  cf  O^am,  wsLwm  Iv  n  FsomLT  Sntetlid] 
Watmm  t.  Btlmlif,  76  Am.  Doo.  740. 


PULLMAK    PaLAOB  GaB  GoMPAKY  V.   POLLOGK. 

OoHMOH  Cabbzkbs.  — SLUPiHo-OAa  OdHPAiTT  IB  Boun  TO  KiiiMMiui  Bba- 
SOHABLB  Casm  in  guarding  pawongeni  from  theft,  sad  if  through  the 
mttit  of  sQoli  csM  the  personal  effiBcts  of  a  paMsnger,  anoh  ai  he  might 
ieaeflnelilj  eany  with  him,  are  etolen,  the  oompaay  is  liable  therefor. 
Id,  — Graouurr  Ownvo  A2n>  OfBaaxDro  8uBniro«OA»  u  BauL  PisnDi- 
asB  OA»F^"q»i  and  ia  liable  as  inehi  notwithstanding  the  fMt  that  the 
main  compensation  for  the  passenger^  transportation  was  reoeived  by 
tiie  railway  company,  to  whoee  train  the  sleeping-oar  was  attached. 
]»..— ly  pjsHBiresB  BsTAura  EtcALtmrra  Cusromr  ov  bd  Baooaob,  Gib- 
is  voff  RnromiBKa  faritsloeB,  unless  such  loss  rssslts  from  the 
asgligsnee,  and  the  failnre  of  the  psesengsr  to  nee  reasonable 
in  reference  to  it  will  defeat  his  right  to  rseorer. 


PULLMAK  PaLACB  CaB  Co.  V,  PoLLOCK.    [TeXBt, 

AcTKUi  against  the  Pollman  Palace  Car  Company  to  ro- 
ooTer  the  yalue  of  a  yaliae  and  its  contents.  The  facts  appear 
in  the  opinion. 

WUUam  Bwrry^  Seott  and  JoneSy  and  Todd  and  BoweUf  for 
the  appellant 

(7.  A.  Cidbenon,  tar  the  appellee. 

Stayton,  J.  This  action  was  brooght  by  the  aiq[>ellee  to 
recover  the  value  of  a  valise  and  its  contents,  consisting  of 
snch  articles  as  persons  traveling  need  and  usually  carry  with 
them.  The  cause  was  tried  without  a  jury,  and  a  judgment 
was  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  facts  are  undisputed,  and  are  in  substance  as  follows: 
At  Marshall  the  appellee  engaged  and  paid  for  a  berth  in  the 
sleeping-car  of  the  appellant,  attached  to  a  train  on  the  Texas 
and  Pacific  Railway,  his  destination  being  Dallas.  He  en- 
tered the  sleeper  carrying  his  valise,  which  he  placed  on  the 
floor  of  the  smoking-room.  When  the  train  arrived  at  Terrell 
about  night,  it  was  ascertained  that  a  wreck  between  that 
place  and  Dallas  would  cause  some  delay,  and  the  train 
backed  down  to  the  depot  and  stopped.  Pollock  then  went  to 
the  telegraph-office  to  ascertain  how  long  the  train  would  be 
delayed,  leaving  the  porter  and  conductor  of  the  Pullman 
company  in  the  sleeper.  After  remaining  at  the  telegraph- 
office  a  short  time,  he  returned,  and  on  entering  the  car  found 
that  his  valise  was  missing,  and  that  the  porter  was  not  in 
the  car.  He,  however,  found  the  conductor  in  the  rear  end 
of  the  sleeper,  to  whom  he  made  known  his  loss,  whereupon 
the  conductor  informed  him  that  he  was  then  on  his  first  trip 
as  conductor,  and  not  familiar  with  the  details  of  his  duties. 

The  loss  occurred  on  October  27, 1886,  and  the  train  reached 
Terrell  about  six  or  seven  o'clock  p.  m.  The  doors  of  the 
sleeper  were  open  when  the  appellee  returned  to  it  after  going 
to  the  telegraph-office.  The  evidence  tends  to  show  that  the 
porter  knew  that  the  appellee  deposited  his  valise  on  the  floor 
of  the  smoking-room  of  the  sleeper.  The  conclusions  of  law 
and  fact  found  by  the  judge  who  tried  the  cause  seem  not  to 
have  been  asked,  or,  at  least,  are  not  found  in  the  transcript 
There  is  no  evidence  tending  to  show  the  true  relation  between 
the  railway  company  and  the  appellant,  or  tending  to  show 
the  true  relation  of  the  appellant  to  persons  who,  after  having 
acquired  the  right  to  be  transported  and  to  occupy  a  berth  in 
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its  Bleeper,  entered  it  with  his  baggage,  further  than  as  this 
may  appear  from  the  statement  already  made.  Enough,  how- 
ever, appears  to  show  that  the  appellant  assumed  to  the  ap- 
pellee the  duties  of  a  carrier,  and  while  it  is  evidently  true 
that  it  did  not  assome  the  duties  and  liabilities  which  the 
common  law  imposes  upon  common  carriers  as  to  ordinary 
freight,  or  the  liabilities  which  the  innkeeper  assumes  to 
guests,  yet  we  see  no  reason  why  it  should  not  be  held  respon- 
sible just  as  any  common  carrier  would  be  held  responsible 
for  a  failure  to  perform  the  duties  which  devolve  upon  the 
common  carrier  in  relation  to  the  baggage  of  a  passenger 
which  is  not  given  into  the  carrier's  exclusive  custody. 

The  true  rule,  in  this  class  of  cases,  we  believe  to  be  that 
asserted  by  the  supreme  court  of  Massachusetts  in  the  case 
of  Lewis  V.  New  York  Sleeping  Car  Co.j  28  Am.  A  Eng. 
R.  R.  Cas.  150.  In  that  case,  it  is  said  that  "  while  it  is  not 
liable  as  a  common  carrier  or  as  an  innholder,  yet  it  is  its 
clear  duty  to  use  reasonable  care  to  guard  the  passengers  from 
thefl;  and  if,  through  want  of  such  care,  the  personal  effects 
of  a  passenger,  such  as  he  might  reasonably  carry  with  him, 
are  stolen,  the  company  is  liable  therefor.  Such  a  rule  is  re- 
quired by  public  policy,  and  by  the  true  interest  of  both  the 
passenger  and  the  company,  and  the  decided  weight  of  author- 
ity supports  it:  Woadrvff  Sleeping  Car  Co.  v.  DmU,  84  Ind. 
474;  PuUman  Palace  Car  Co.  v.  Oaylord^  23  Am.  Law  Beg., 
N.  B.,  788." 

The  facts  that  a  railway  company  to  whose  train  a  sleeping- 
car  may  be  attached  may  not  own  such  car  or  control  its  inter- 
nal management,  and  that  the  same  may  be  under  the  control 
of  a  company  who  does  own  and  operate  such  car,  and  that 
the  minimum  compensation  for  transportation  may  be  paid  to 
ihe  company  to  whose  train  the  sleeper  is  attached,  do  not 
deprive  the  company  so  owning  and  operating  a  sleeping-car 
of  the  character  of  passenger  carrier;  for  the  contract  of  such 
a  company  is  not  only  that  the  passenger  may  sit  and  sleep  in 
the  car  during  the  journey  for  which  he  contracts,  but  it  goes 
further,  and  binds  the  owner  of  such  car  to  transport  the  pas- 
senger in  it,  or  some  like  carriage,  to  the  place  of  destination, 
the  passenger  having  paid  the  fare  demanded  by  both  com- 
panies. 

If  passengers  by  railway  train  retain  the  exclusive  custody 
of  their  baggage,  then  the  carrier  is  not  responsible  for  its  loss 
unless  this  results  from  the  carrier's  negligence;  and  the  fail* 

▲m.  St.  Rip.,  Voii.  V.— S 
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ore  of  a  paaBeDger  to  use  reasonable  care  in  reference  to  it  will 
defeat  his  right  to  recover. 

In  the  case  before  ns,  the  court  beloWi  in  the  absenee  of  cm- 
plosions  of  fact  and  law  showing  to  the  contrary,  mnst  be  pie- 
«amed  to  have  decided  this  case  in  accordance  with  the  rules 
vre  have  announced.  This  involved  a  finding  of  &ct  that  the 
valise  was  lost  by  reason  of  the  f&ilure  of  the  appellant  to  use 
such  care  as  the  law  requires,  and  so,  without  failure  on  the 
part  of  the  appellee  to  use  that  care  required  of  him.  Under 
the  evidoioe,  we  are  not  prepared  to  hold  that  snch  a  finding 
^f  &cl  was  not  authorised,  and  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 

LiABnjTT  ov  Common  Carbibb  fob  Loss  ov  Pabsbvobb's  Baiqoa0B: 
iindkmapoS$  etc  R,  R.  Co,  y.  Oox,  05  Am.  Dec.  640,  and  note  644;  LomnUk 
-He,  B,JLCokr.  ireaMr»43 Am.  B«p.6M,  •ado0to664|  LqJm Skon etc R. S. 
€^  T.  FotUr^  64  Id.  319;  RonuB  BaOnad  ▼.  ITImteriiy,  66  Id.  468;  Tower  t. 
UUooLetc  JL  E,  06.^  42  Am.  Dea  87,  88. 

8LiBPiirQ-G4B  CoMFAKT,  DuTT  OV,  iji  TO  Fi^anvoBB's  BmoiB:  nHmak 
CmtralB.  B,  Co.  ▼.  Handy,  56  Am.  Rep.  846,  and  note  860-852;  liability  o|, 
for  Tefuamg  berth:  Ixwfrenee  t.  PyJbnan  Palouse  Car  Co.,  69  Id.  68;  and  sea 
PwUman  Pataee  Car  Co.  ▼.  Reed,  20  Id.  282. 

DunBB  AVD  LiABUJiiBB  OV  Slbbpdio-oab  Compahdes.  — /fi  General — 
The  use  of  daeping-Qars  vpen  railroads  is  oomparatively  reoent,  and  the  ad- 
jadloatians  are  not  entirely  harmonioas  aa  to  the  aoope  of  the  dntiea  and 
liabilitiea  of  their  owners.  The  authorities  ooncor,  however,  in  holding  that 
the  law  does  not  impose  upon  a  sleeping-oar  company  the  severe  liability  of  an 
innkeeper  or  a  common  carrier:  See  Bhan  ▼.  Soaihem  PuUman  Palace  Car  Co., 
I  FUp.  600;  PMUman  Palace  Car  Co.  r.  SmUh,  73  lU.  880;  24  Am.  Bep.  258; 
WdchT.  PuUman  Palace  Car  Co.,  16  Abb.  Pr.,  K.  B.,  862;  PuUman  Palace 
Car  Co.  y.  Cfaylord,  23  Am.  Law  Reg.  788  (Sup.  Ot.  Ey.);  PuOman  Palace 
Car  Co.  r.  Gardner,  16  Am.  ft  Eng.  R*y  Gas.  824  (Sup.  Ct  F^);  Woodrtfff 
Sleeping  and  Parlor  Coach  Co.  r.  Diehl,  84  Ind.  474;  43  Am.  Rep.  102;  and  it 
aaay  be  stated  as  a  general  mle,  settled  by  the  weight  of  anthority,  that  saeh 
oompaaiea  are  only  bonnd  to  employ  ordinary  care  and  watohhdneas  over 
passengers  and  their  property:  Id.  They  owe  and  assume  to  their  patrons 
the  duty  of  exercising  snch  reasonable  guard  over  them  and  their  property 
•as  the  droomstances  admit  and  the  passenger  has  a  right  to  expect^  bat  they 
do  not  incnr  snch  liability  as  pertains  to  common  carriers  or  innkeepent 
JOmiB  Central  B.  B.  Co.  v.  fTaiufy,  63  Miss.  609;  56  Am.  Bep.  846. 

Nature  qf  Contract  between  Company  and  Paeeenger,  —  When  a  penon  boys 
the  right  to  the  nse  of  a  berth  in  a  sleeping-car,  the  ticket  he  reoeivea  ia  nol 
intended  to,  and  does  not,  express  all  the  terms  of  the  contract  into  which  he 
enters;  but  this  contract  is,  for  the  most  part,  implied  from  the  natore  and 
nsages  of  the  employment  of  the  company.  Thus  the  sleeping-oar  company 
holds  itself  oat  to  the  world  as  furnishing  safe  and  comfortable  oars,  and 
when  it  sells  a  ticket,  it  impliedly  stipulates  that  it  has  furnished  such  cars: 
Xewia  v.  New  York  Sleeping  Car  Co.,  123  Mass.  267,  273;  56  Am.  Rep.  852. 
Ht  likewise  impliedly  stipulates  to  use  all  reasonable  and  proper  means  to 
preserve  order  and  decorum  in  the  sleeping-car,  to  furnish  and  keep  on  hand 
•nch  supplies  and  conveniences  as  are  umally  found  in  like  cars,  and  are  neoea* 
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8MTJ  to  the  health,  comfort^  and  aafety  of  panengen,  and  also  to  permit  the 
paasengpr  to  quietij  and  peaceably  ooenpy  hie  berth  for  the  time  engaged; 
Ne9lm  ▼.  PMOnm  Palam  Car  Co.,  106  SL  222;  46  Am.  Rep.  688.    On  the 
other  hand,  the  pawenger  impliedly  agreee  to  conduct  himself  in  a  qtxiet  and 
ccderiy  manner,  to  take  proper  care  of  the  berth  while  it  is  in  his  possession, 
aad  to  give  it  np  at  the  end  of  his  Jonmey  in  aa  good  condition  as  when  assigned 
to  hizn,  necessary  wear  excepted:  Id.    A  sleeping-car  company  must  treat 
all  peiBcma  whose  patronage  it  has  adUcited  with  fairness,  and  without  un- 
just ^^aorimination.    Where  there  are  bertha  not  engaged,  it  is  the  datj  of 
tlie  ooanpaay,  upon  the  payment  or  tender  of  the  customary  price,  to  furnish 
Umbk  to  applicants  when  properly  called  for  by  unobjectionable  persons;  and 
it  is  Bahle  for  a  hreadi  of  such  duty  to  the  party  injured  thereby:  Id. ;  and 
see  Mmm  ▼.  Southern  PmXbnem  Pahee  Oar  Co.,  1  Flip.  600,  606.    But  it  is  not 
bosmd  to  furnish  a  bertii  until  the  appUcaat  therefor  becomes  entitled  to 
tmnsfportation  by  the  railroad  company  as  a  passenger;  and  he  must  also  be 
entitled  to  the  traasportstion  for  such  routes,  distances,  or  under  such  dr^ 
eamstaaoee  as  the  latter  company  should  determine  to  be  those  under  which 
the  farmer  would  be  anthori»d  to  furnish  him  with  a  berth:  Lamrtnee  r. 
Pmlbmam  Palace  Car  Oil,  14i  Maes.  1;  60  Am.  Bep.  66.    But  where,  by  the 
pOTcbeae  of  a  ticket  fircm  a  slseping-car  company,  a  passenger  becomes 
rightfelly  entitied  to  »  certain  berth  in  a  certain  car,  between  designated 
•tatione,  he  is  entitled  to  »  eontinuous  passage  in  such  berth,  on  such  car,  or 
la  an  wptally  desiraMe  berth  on  an  equally  saf e^  conTenient^  and  comfortable 
deeping-car,  to  his  destinatioa;  aad  for  a  breach  of  its  contract  the  company 
may  be  held  liable  in  damages:  Pullman  Pulaee  Car  Co,  ▼.  TV^for,  66  Ihd. 
153;  33  Am.  Bep.  67. 

Care  Seqtdred  at  lo  Pammget'e  Propertif*  — Although  the  rigid  lialnlity  of 
a  commoii  carrier  or  innkeeper  is  not  to  be  applied  to  sleeping-car  companies, 
yet  aach  companies  are  bound  to  protect  passengers  and  the  property  about 
tbdr  penooe,  espedaBy  during  sleep,  ^le  cars  are  in  themsehrea  an  inrita- 
tion  to  the  traveling  public  to  enter,  aad  protect  themselves  against  the 
weariaew  of  a  long  journey  hf  disrobing  and  slseping;  and  the  passenger  in 
baying  aad  the  company  in  selling  the  ticket  contemplato  that  this  priri* 
lege  wiU  be  improred.  The  company,  by  accepting  compensation  under  these 
eironmataacee,  impliedly  undertakes  to  keep  a  reasonable  watoh  over  the  pas- 
■anger  aad  hia  property:  Waadfn^  Skeping  and  Parlor  Coach  Co.  v.  Diehl,  84 
Ind.  ^4;  43  Am.  Bep.  102;  £eipt»  v.  New  Fork  Sleeping  Car  Co.,  143  Mass. 
967;  66  Am.  Bep.  852.  But  the  faithful  performance  of  this  undertaking  on 
the  part  of  the  company  is  the  limit  of  its  duty  in  this  respect,  and  its  breach 
nnurt  be  the  foundation  of  evecy  action  seeking  to  charge  the  company  with 
tteloBsolartioies  which  the  paasenger  has  taken  with  him  upon  the  car;  Wood* 
n^  ftkepiMQamd  Parhr  OoaA  Co.  r.  DtOO,  84  Ind.  474;  43  Am.  Bep.  102; 
AiOMaa  Palaco  Car  Co.  v.  Ooffiord,  23  Am.  Law  B^.  788  (Sup.  Ct.  Ky.). 
The  compen^  dtn  co|y  be  idaderesponsible  by  evidence  of  its  neglect  to  kec^ 
that  reasonable  guard  which  its  oontraot  implies  that  it  will:  IlUnoii  Central 
H.  E.  Co.  V.  Hainiy,  63  Miss.  600;  66  Am.  Bep.  846.  The  mere  £act  that 
proper^  was  lost  while  under  the  exclusive  control  of  the  passenger,  unac- 
companied by  any  other  proof,  raises  no  presumption  of  n^ligenoe  on  the 
part  of  the  company:  Tracy  v.  PuUman  Palace  Car  Co.^  67  How.  Pr.  154; 
and  see  Pullman  Palace  Car  Co.  v.  Smith,  73  HL  360;  24  Am.  Bep.  268;  HilBe 
V.  Chkago  etc  R.  R.  Co.,  72  Iowa,  228.  But  where  the  doors  of  the  car  are  left 
open  and  unguarded,  ao  that  unauthorised  persons  may  enter,  or  the  officers 
cfassged  with  the  care  of  the  car  leave  it  witb'mt  that  supervision  by  them 
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whioh  the  pMsengen  have  a  right  to  rely  on*  this  is  held  to  be  rach  negligence 
as  would  render  the  company  liable  for  a  loss:  Woodruff  Sleeping  and  Parlor 
CoachCo.y.  Dkhl,  $ihi<L  474;  43  Am.  Rep.  102;  HUnoie Central R.  R.  Co.y, 
Handy,  63  Miss.  609;  56  Am.  Bep.  846;  Bhtm  t.  Southern  Pullman  Palace  Car 
Co,,  I  Flip.  GOO.  In  snoh  case,  its  liability  is  Umited,  however,  to  the  loss  of 
each  artides  as  are  nsnally  carried  by  a  passenger,  and  to  snoh  a  sum  of  money 
as  may  be  deemed  reasonably  necessary  for  traveling  expenses:  Id.;  PuHmam 
Pdlaee  Car  Co.  v.  Gardner,  16  Am.  ft  Eng.  R.  R.  Css.  324  (Snp.  Ct  Pa.). 
And  if  the  party  sustaining  the  loss  was  guilty  of  negligence  whioh  contrib- 
uted thereto^  there  can  be  no  recovery  against  the  company:  WhUneif  v.  P«2Z- 
man  Palace  Car  Co.,  143  Mass.  243.  But  a  sleeping-car  company  cannot 
avoid  its  liability  by  posting  in  the  car  a  notice  disclaiming  responsibility  for 
personal  properly  in  berths,  if  the  notice  is  not  known  to  the  passenger:  LewiB 
V.  New  Tcri  Sleeping  Car  Co.,  143  Id.  267;  66  Am.  Bep.  858. 

Liabiltig  for  Pereonai  It^ury  to  Paaeenger.  —  A  sleeping-car  company  is 
liable  for  personal  injuries  sustained  by  a  passenger  through  the  negligent  or 
wrongful  act  of  its  servant^  when  done  within  the  scope  or  general  course  of 
his  employment.  But  the  injuries  must  be  the  natural  and  proximate  coo* 
sequence  of  such  wrongful  act,  otherwise  there  can  be  no  recoveiy:  Pulbmm 
Palace  Oar  Co.  v.  Barker,  4  Col.  344.  It  is  immaterial,  however,  that  the 
wrongful  act  was  done  oontraxy  to  orders,  and  a  sleeping-car  company  was 
held  Uable  to  a  passenger  injured  by  the  negligence  of  its  porter  in  letting  a 
pistol  carried  by  him  fall  upon  the  floor  of  the  oar,  although  he  was  carry- 
ing  the  pistol  for  a  passenger,  and  had  been  ezpraasly  forbidden  to  cany  any 
baggage  for  passengers:  Heinrieh  v.  Pullman  Palace  Car  Co.,  10  Saw.  80.  Bat 
a  railway  passenger  traveling  in  the  coach  of  a  sleeping-car  company,  who 
sustains  an  injury  through  the  negligenoe  of  such  company,  may  maintsin  an 
action  therefor  against  the  railroad  company:  Railroad  Compang  v.  Wakuth, 
88  Ohio  St.  461;  43  Am.  Bep.  433;  for,  in  the  absence  of  notice  thatthe  rail- 
road company  will  not  be  liable  for  defective  appliances  in  the  sleeping-car, 
or  for  the  negligenoe  of  the  servants  of  the  sleeping-car  company,  a  passen- 
ger may  well  assume  that  the  whole  train  is  under  one  general  management; 
Id.  And  the  law  will  not  permit  a  railroad  oompany,  engaged  in  thebnsineBS 
of  carrying  persons  for  hire,  through  any  device  or  arrangement  with  a  sleep- 
ing-car company  whose  oars  aroused  by  the  railroad  company,  and  constitute 
a  part  of  its  train,  to  evade  the  duty  of  providing  proper  means  for  the  safe 
conveyance  of  thoee  whom  it  has  agreed  to  convey:  Penneyhania  Ccmpang  ▼. 
Roy,  102 U.  S.  451;  Thorper.  New  Tork etc R. R. Co.,  76N.T.402;  82  Am. 
Rep.  325;  and  see  Kmeley  v.  Railroad  Company,  125  Mass.  54;  28  Am.  Bep. 
200.  So^  in  an  action  against  a  railroad  company  to  recover  for  baggage  lost 
through  the  negligence  of  the  porter  of  a  sleeping-car,  it  was  held  that  the 
railroad  company  was  liable  for  the  loss,  and  that  no  contracts  witii  the 
sleeping-oar  company  could  relieve  the  railroad  company  from  lodh 
lAmMlU  etc  R,  R.  Ok  r.  Katmiiroger,  16  Lea»  880;  57  Am.  B^  28a 
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AnsAUUMUiT.  — It  is  not  requisite  to  the  yalidity  of  »  levy  of  attMhrneat 
on  xwl  eitftte  that  the  officer  should  go  upon  the  Und,  or  into  its 
Tiobiity,  in  making  the  levy.  The  lien  acquired  npon  property  attached 
dfttea  from  the  time  the  officer  indorses  the  levy  on  the  writ;  and  with- 
out anch  indorsement  the  levy  is  invalid,  whatever  other  acts  may  have 
boon  performed  by  the  officer  in  making  it. 

IDw  —  I«IVT    UVDEB    WbIT    Of    AtTAOHXINT    Z8    NOT    V0I2>    AB    AOAan 

Gbxdiiob  Cladcino  under  a  junior  attachment,  because  of  an  insuffi- 
ei«at  description  of  the  property,  the  description  given  at  the  time  the 
Vtnry  was  indorsed  upon  the  writ  and  signed  by  the  officer  being, 
" also  atorehonse  and  lots,"  it  being  conclusively  diown  that  the  attor* 
ney  for  the  junior  attaching  creditor  well  knew  what  property  was 
intendod  to  be,  and  actually  was,  levied  on. 
Idw — IjDDi  ov  Attachment  jb  hot  Fobvxztid  bt  Delay  nr  RBTCBiriKo 
Wbit,  which  was  iasoed  in  February,  1S92,  and  returned  in  January, 
1883;  it  ^»pearing  that  the  attorneys  for  the  attaching  creditor  used  due 
dUigBnoe  and  made  repeated  efforts  to  prooure  the  return  of  the  writ 

fioTH  partieSy  appellant  and  appellee,  claimed  title  to  the 
two  lots  in  controreny,  under  J.  M.  Cnpp  &  Co.,  and  through 
sheriff's  sales  made  under  judgments  rendered  in  attachment 
suits  against  Cupp  &  Co.,  foreclosing  attachment  liens.  The 
ajypeUee  claimed  through  such  a  sale  made  July  8,  1883,  un- 
der a  judgment  rendered  May  19, 1888,  against  J.  M.  Cupp  & 
Co.,  and  a  deed  from  the  sheriff  conveying  the  property  to  the 
appellee.  The  appellant  claimed  through  a  sale  made  June 
6, 1882,  under  a  judgment  rendered  March  10, 1882,  against 
the  said  J.  M.  Cupp  &  Co.,  and  a  sheriff's  deed  to  Jeremiah 
Riordan,  the  husband  of  the  appellant,  Josephine,  and  father 
of  the  other  appellants.  Jeremiah  Riordan  took  possession  of 
the  property  a  few  days  after  his  purchase,  and  afterwards 
died.  Twenty-one  writs  of  attachment  against  Cupp  &  Co., 
including  the  two  inyolved  in  this  suit,  were  placed  in  the 
hands  of  the  deputy  sheriff  of  Mitchell  County  within  a  few 
days  of  the  same  date,  and  were  numbered  from  one  to  twenty- 
one,  in  the  order  he  received  them.  The  writ  under  which 
appellee  claims  was  numbered  eight,  and  that  under  which 
appellants  claim  was  numbered  twelve.  Writ  number  eight 
was  issued  February  10, 1882,  and  placed  in  the  hands  of  the 
officer  in  the  morning  of  February  12, 1882,  with  instructions 
from  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  to  levy  it  upon  the  stock  of 
goods  and  the  lots  in  controversy,  which  were  then  owned  by 
and  in  the  possession  of  Cupp  &  Co.  The  officer  went  with 
the  attorney  into  the  storehouse  upon  the  lots  in  controversy, 
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and  there  publicly  declared  in  the  presence  of  witnesses  that 
he  levied  the  writ  upon  the  stock  of  merchandise  and  the  lots 
in  controversy.  To  the  attorney's  proposal  then  to  indorse 
the  levy  upon  the  writ,  the  officer  said  he  would  get  a  correct 
description  of  the  lots,  and  indorse  the  levy  on  the  writ. 
This  writ  was  returnable  to  the  spring  term,  1882,  and  it 
appeared  firom  the  sheriff's  return  indorsed  thereon  that  it 
was  levied  upon  the  property  in  controversy,  describing  it^  on 
February  12,  1882,  but  was  not  returned  until  January  2, 
1883.  Writ  number  twelve  was  issued  February  14,  1882, 
and  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  officer  on  the  same  day,  with 
instructions  from  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiffs  to  levy  it  upon 
the  same  property  that  he  had  been  instructed  to  levy  num- 
ber eight  upon.  No  indorsement  of  levy  was  made  by  the 
officer  upon  any  of  the  writs  of  attachment  against  Cupp  A 
Co.  until  about  February  20,  1882,  when  R.  H.  Looney, 
counsel  for  the  plaintiffs  in  writ  number  twelve,  wrote  the 
returns  upon  all  the  writs  of  attachment  for  the  officer,  in  the 
order  the  writs  were  numbered,  and  the  returns  were  signed 
by  the  officer.  After  indorsing  upon  writ  number  eight  the 
levy  upon  the  stock  ci  goods,  Looney  added,  "also  storehouse 
and  lots,''  by  direction  of  the  officer,  without  giving  numbers 
of  lots  or  block.  The  levy  indorsed  upon  writ  number  twelve 
oorrectiy  described  the  property  in  controversy.  In  October, 
1882,  after  the  return  day  of  writ  number  eight,  but  before  it 
was  returned,  the  officer  amended  his  levy  by  adding  a  more 
specific  and  correct  description  of  the  property.  Jeremiah 
Riordan  had  actual  notice  in  March,  1882,  that  writ  number 
eight  had  been  levied  on  the  property  in  controversy;  but 
Schneider  and  Davis,  plaintifib  in  writ  number  twelve,  both 
testified  that  they  never  heard  of  such  levy.  Other  fiusto  ap- 
pear in  the  opinion. 

/.  D.  Martiny  for  the  appellant. 
BaU  and  McCart^  for  the  appellees. 

AcKBB,  J.  It  is  provided  by  our  Revised  Statutes  that  ^  the 
writ  of  attachment  shall  be  levied  in  the  same  manner  as  is, 
or  may  be,  the  writ  of  execution":  Art.  167.  It  is  further 
provided  that  *'  in  order  to  make  a  levy  on  real  estate,  it  shall 
not  be  necessary  for  the  officer  to  go  upon  the  ground,  but  it 
shall  be  sufficient  for  him  to  indorse  such  levy  upon  the  writ ": 
Art.  2291. 
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In  Sanger  Bralhen  v.  TrarnmeU,  66  Tex.  361,  it  is  said:  "This 
is  but  declaratory  <rf  what  the  law  was  previoos  to  the  adop* 
tbn  of  the  Bevised  Btatates:  Haneoel  y.  Henderaon^  45  Id. 
479.  Neither  the  statutes  nor  the  decisions  of  this  state  hare 
recognised  any  other  method  except  this  of  making  a  levy 
open  land;  and  without  some  statutory  provision,  the  mode 
adopted  in  Texas  seems  to  not  only  be  the  proper,  bat  the 
necessary,  method  of  making  the  levy:  Drake  on  Attach- 
ments, sec.  236.  Whatever  other  acts  may  be  performed  by* 
the  sheriff  in  making  the  levy,  the  indorsement  upon  the  exe- 
cation  or  attachment  most  take  place  before  the  levy  is  com- 
plete. All  other  steps  are  onnecessary,  and  nooe  of  tbem,  by 
face  of  our  laws,  can  give  validity  to  a  levy  uuusoompanied 
by  an  indcnement  Hence,  fixim  the  time  cf  making  the 
indcfBement  most  be  dated  the  Uen  aeqidred  upon  the  prop* 
erty," 

We  therefore  coodade  that  the  coart  ened  in  its  finding 
that  the  act  of  an  officer,  in  going  apcn  the  promiase  on  the 
mcming  of  the  12th  of  Febrnaiy,  1882,  and  there  declaring 
that  he  levied  the  writ,  onder  which  appellee  claims,  apcn  the 
property  in  controversy,  constitated  a  valid  levy.  Bat  is  this 
Boch  error  as  reqoires,  ander  the  facts  of  this  case,  a  reversal 
of  the  judgment  below?  We  think  not;  for  it  condosively 
appears,  fiom  the  evidence,  that  the  levy  was  indorsed  apoD 
the  writ  onder  which  appellee  claims  prior  to  the  indorsement 
of  the  levy  apon  the  writ  ander  which  appellant  claims. 

It  is  insisted  by  i4[qpellant  that  the  levy  apon  the  writ  ander 
which  appellee  claims  is  void,  for  want  of  saffident  descrip- 
tion of  the  property,  the  description  given  at  the  time  the 
levy  was  indorsed  apon  the  writ  and  signed  by  the  officer 
being,  '^also  storehoase  and  lots."  Withoat  deciding  that 
this  description  wonld  be  saffident  generally,  or  in  any  other 
case,  we  hdd  that,  ander  the  facts  of  this  case,  it  accom- 
plished all  that  the  most  spedfic  description  coald  have  dcne^ 
so  fistr  as  the  interest  of  appellants  is  concerned.  It  is  condo- 
sivdy  proven  that  Looney,  who,  at  the  time  he  wrote  the  ixK 
dorsements  apon  the  writs,  was  attorney  for  Bchndder  and 
Davis,  plaintiffs  in  the  writ  ander  which  appellant  clums, 
knew  that  the  officer  intended  the  levy  to  apply  to  the  prop- 
erty in  controversy.  His  clients  were  as  mach  boand  by  thia 
knowledge  of  his  as  they  would  have  been  had  the  fact  been 
Gommanicated  to  them  personally:  CHvens  v.  Taylor ^  6  Tex. 
815;  Van  Hook  v.  Walton,  28  Id.  72;  Catlin  v.  Bennatt^  47  Id. 
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171;  HarringUm  v.  UniUd  States,  11  Wall.  356;   Story  on 
Agency,  sees.  24, 140;  1  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  sec.  408,  and  note. 

It  clearly  appears,  from  the  evidence,  that  one  of  the  attor- 
neys for  plaintiff  in  the  writ  under  which  appellee  claims 
gave  Jeremiah  Biordan  actual  notice,  in  March,  before  he 
purchased  in  June,  that  the  writ  under  which  appellee  claims 
had  been  levied  on  the  property.  We  think,  therefore,  that 
the  court  did  not  err  in  finding  that  Riordan  was  not  an  inno- 
cent purchaser. 

Appellants  contend  that  the  court  erred  in  overruling  their 
objection  to  the  testimony  of  the  witness  Looney,  given  on 
cross-examination,  '^  because  there  were  no  allegations  in  ap- 
pellee's pleadings  to  authorise  such  evidence."  The  witness 
was  introduced  by  appellant,  and  had  testified  to  having 
written  the  levy  and  return  on  the  writ  under  which  appellee 
claims,  and  that  there  was  no  description  given  of  the  prop- 
erty in  the  levy  at  the  time  it  was  signed  by  the  officer  other 
than  ^'storehouse  and  lots.''  Appellee  had  alleged,  in  his 
supplemental  petition,  that  plaintiff  in  the  writ  under  which 
appellant  claims  had  notice  of  the  prior  levy  of  the  writ  under 
which  appellee  claims,  and  that  Jeremiah  Riordan  had  no- 
tice. The  testimony  was  admissible,  under  the  allegations, 
in  explanation  of  qualification  of  statements  made  by  the  wit- 
ness on  his  direct  examination,  as  it  was  also  for  the  purpose 
of  proving  notice  upon  clients  of  the  witness:  Oivens  v.  Bay- 
lor, 6  Tex.  821,  and  authorities  supra. 

It  is  insisted  by  appellant  that  the  laches  of  plaintiff  in  the 
writ  under  which  appellee  claims,  in  failing  to  have  it  returned 
until  January,  1888,  was  a  forfeiture  of  the  levy  as  to  appel- 
lant. It  appears  that  the  attorneys  for  plaintiff  in  the  writ 
made  repeated  efforts  to  have  it  returned  by  the  sheriff  of 
Mitchell  County,  and  in  a  contest  upon  that  issue  between 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant  in  that  writ  this  court  held  that 
the  lien  was  not  lost:  City  Bank  v.  Cuppj  69  Tex.  268.  The 
plaintiffs  in  the  writ  under  which  appellant  claims,  and  Rior- 
dan, the  purchaser  thereunder,  both  had  notice  of  the  prior 
levy  of  the  writ  under  which  appellee  claims,  and  we  con- 
clude that  the  lien  was  not  forfeited. 

We  find  no  error  in  the  record  that  we  think  requires  rever- 
sal, and  it  is  our  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  district 
court  should  be  affirmed.       

To  CoNsrrruTB  Valid  Lett  on  Lakd,  sheriff  need  not  go  npon  it:  Q^m 
Dunecm  v.  JfcUney,  77  Am.  Deo.  575,  and  note. 
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Lkvt  or  Atxacehxht,  VAUDirr  of:  AUen  t.  MdOoQa,  90  Am.  Dm.  56, 
•nd note 64;  what asMntud to:  HolU&terr,  Ooodale^2\  Id.  674^aiidiioito677| 
lae  Freanan  on  Bzecatums,  sec.  280  a,  280  b. 

Wbtt  ov  Attauuiumt  Void  by  reason  of  miimonHir  of  defendant  therein: 
DitfmiT.  SkmnoM,  20  Am.  Bep.  729. 

Wbit  ov  ATTAfflnntHT  n  qhlt  EmoruAL  to  ohaoge  tUloto  goods frooi 
tiie  tone  of  iti  lery:  Tq^  t.  JTon/bM^  73  Am.  Deo.  6ia 


Lanb  V.  Philips. 

[aOTBZAS.  240.1 

HannaiM.— Mav  akj>  Womav,  Jjwisq  Tookcrib  in  Asdiobbt,  do 
VOT  OomzEnnn  Vamxlt,  within  the  moaning  of  the  law  ozempting  the 
homeetead  from  foroed  mJo  under  exeontion.  Bat  a  father,  and  his  ille- 
gitimete  dnldien  liTing  with  him*  oooetitate  a  fiunily  loeh  ae  mayoMort 
hnmmliead  ri^^iti^  and  loeh  ri^ti  eennot  be  defeated  by  the  fMt  that 
the  fiKlhcr  permitted  a  woman  with  whom  he  unlawfnUy  odhabited  to 
dwell  on  the  land. 

Aoncm  of  trespass  to  try  title.    The  qpinkm  states  the  case. 
S.  W.  BUmnt,  for  the  appellant 
Bv^  Ptieej  ton  the  appellee. 

SxATTOHy  J.  This  is  an  action  of  trespass  to  try  title,  which 
was  institated  by  the  appellant,  and  tried  without  a  jury.  It 
•ppearsi  from  the  conclosionB  of  fEtct  filed,  that  the  appellant 
was  the  owner  of  the  land,  and  that  a  judgment  was  obtained 
against  him  on  which  an  execntion  issued,  and  this  was  levied 
on  the  land  in  controversy,  which  was  subsequently  sold,  and 
St  that  sale  the  appellee  became  the  purchaser.  Those  pro- 
ceedings were  found  to  be  regular  and  sufficient  to  pass  title 
to  the  appellee,  unless  the  property  was  the  homestead  of  the 
appellant  at  the  time  of  the  levy.  The  &cts  bearing  on  that 
qnestion  are  thus  stated  in  the  conclusions  of  fact:  "At  the 
date  of  said  levy  plaintiff  was  a  single  man,  had  never  been 
married,  but  was  living  in  a  house  on  said  land,  occupying 
fbe  aame  as  a  home,  and  had  so  resided  more  than  five  years 
before  said  time;  that  he  had  living  with  him  a  woman, 
with  whom  he  had  lived  and  cohabited  for  more  than  twelve 
yean  before  the  levy,  and  two  illegitimate  children,  of  whom 
be  was  the  father  and  said  woman  the  mother;  that  he  and 
Baid  woman  and  children  lived  together  in  all  respects  as  hus- 
band and  wife  and  children,  except  that  he  and  said  woman 
bad  never  been  married." 
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It  ftirther  appears  that  part  of  the  land  was  caltivated. 
There  is  also  a  finding  that  a  sister  of  the  appellant  and  her 
children  lived  on  the  land,  which  was  contiguous  to  some 
owned  by  her;  but  as  this  fact  bears  no  influence  upon  the 
decision  which  will  be  made  upon  this  appeal,  the  particulars 
of  the  sister's  occupancy  need  not  be  stated. 

The  court  found  that  such  an  aggregation  of  persons  did  not 
constitute  a  family,  within  the  meaning  of  the  law  exempting 
the  homestead  from  forced  sale,  and  entered  a  judgment  in 
fayor  of  the  defendant  The  correctness  of  this  conclusion  is 
the  sole  question  in  the  case,  the  tract  of  land  containing  less 
than  two  hundred  acres. 

It  is  yery  clear  that  a  family,  such  as  is  contemplated  by 
the  constitution  and  laws  exempting  the  homestead  from 
farced  sale,  cannot  be  made  up  with  constituents  coosiBting 
only  of  a  man  and  a  woman  liying  together,  as  were  the  appel- 
lant and  the  woman  with  whom  he  was  liying.  The  law  pro- 
hibits and  makes  penal  such  cohabitation  as  existed  between 
the  appellant  and  the  woman  with  whom  he  liyed;  and  it 
neyer  was  intended  that  persons  so  associated,  and  living  in 
plain  violation  of  law,  should  be  deemed  a  family,  which  it  is 
the  purpose  of  the  homestead  exemption  to  protect  To  con- 
stitute a  family,  within  the  meaning  of  the  law  giving  the 
homestead  exemption,  the  persons  who  dwdl  together  must 
not,  in  the  fact  of  so  doing,  be  violators  of  the  law  of  the  land. 

If,  however,  the  relationship  between  the  appellant  and  the 
children  who  lived  with  him  be  such  as  to  constitute  these 
persons  a  family,  then  his  homestead  right  must  be  recognised 
and  enforced,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  his  cohabitation 
with  the  woman  was  illegal;  for  the  homestead  right  existing 
by  reason  of  and  for  the  protection  of  the  family,  of  whomso- 
ever composed,  cannot  be  defeated  by  the  fact  that  the  head 
of  the  family  permitted  another  person,  with  whom  he  unlaw- 
fully cohabited,  to  dwell  on  the  land:  Whitehead  v.  Tapp^  69 
Mo.  415.  There  has  been  much  controversy  as  to  the  rela- 
tionship which  must  exist  between  persons  dwelling  together 
to  constitute  a  family,  within  the  meaning  of  the  laws  giving 
the  homestead  exemption;  but  we  will  not  attempt  to  recon- 
cile them,  or  lay  down  a  rule  which  can  be  applied  in  all 
cases.  If  the  children  who  live  with  the  appellant  had  been 
bom  unto  him  in  wedlock,  no  one  would  question  that  they 
and  he  would  constitute  a  family  entitled  to  homestead  ex- 
emption, though  he  was  living  with  a  mistress.    They,  how- 
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ever,  were  not  bo  bom  unto  him;  and  while  they  are  his  chil- 
dren in  fact,  the  rales  of  the  common  law  refuse  to  recognize 
them  as  his  children,  to  impose  upon  him  the  duties  and 
obligations  which  the  lawful  father  cannot  avoid,  or  to  confer 
upon  them  the  right  to  support  and  paternal  care  which  the 
child  begotten  in  wedlock  has. 

The  harshness  of  this  rule  has  long  been  felt  in  England, 
and  in  some  of  the  states  statutes  have  existed,  and  still  ez- 
ifity  which  compel  the  father  of  an  illegitimate  child  to  support 
it  or  contribute  to  its  support.  Such  statutes  well  illustrate 
the  fact  that  such  a  father  does  not  sustain  the  same  relation 
to  his  illegitimate  child,  with  reference  to  obligation  to  support 
it)  as  one  not  so  related  to  it  does..  Upon  what  theory  can 
statutes  such  as  we  have  referred  to  be  held  valid?  It  has 
usually  been  said  the  state  has  the  power  to  pass  such  laws 
in  order  to  protect  the  pubUo  from  liability  to  support  the 
child,  and  this  may  be  admitted;  but  if  there  be  no  liability 
resting  on  the  father  to  support  the  child  other  than  such  as 
he  must  bear  in  common  with  other  members  of  society, 
whence  the  power  to  impose  upon  him  the  entire  burdoif  A 
statute  which  would  requixe  A  to  support  the  child  of  B  would 
most  probably  be  held  contrary  to  such  constitutional  provis- 
ions as  provide  for  equality  in  public  burdens,  or  would  be 
held  to  be  the  exercise  of  an  arbitrary  power  inconsistent  with 
that  relation  between  the  state  and  the  citisen,  which  all  gov- 
ernments not  thoroughly  despotic  recognize.  Such  statutes  as 
we  have  referred  to  are  standing  protests  against  the  common* 
law  rule  as  to  the  obligation  of  a  father  to  support  his  illegiti* 
mate  child. 

They  recognize,  however,  not  only  the  high  moral  obligation 
the  fatiier  is  under  in  such  cases,  but  also  the  natural  obliga* 
tion  which  the  common  law,  for  reasons  of  public  policy,  re- 
vised to  enforce;  for  it  would  be  difficult  to  justify  a  law 
embracing  or  imposing  a  personal  obligation,  upon  the  sole 
ground  that  its  enforcement  would  compel  the  performance  of 
a  merely  moral  duty.  There  is  a  natural  obligation  on  one 
who,  out  of  wedlock,  has  brought  a  chUd  into  existence,  to 
support  it  during  the  years  of  its  inability  to  take  care  of 
itself. 

If  a  statute  existed  in  this  state  which  authorised  the 
father  of  an  illegitimate  child  to  have  its  custody  and  made 
him  liable  for  its  support,  no  one  would  question  that  such  a 
father  and  child,  living  together,  would  constitute  a  family. 
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If,  without  a  etatate,  the  father  recognixes  his  natural  and 
moral  obligation  to  the  child  and  takes  it  to  his  home  and 
there  supports  it^  is  his  ability  to  do  this  to  be  restricted  by 
withholding  from  him  the  exemption  which  he  would  be  en- 
titled to  if  he  did,  under  legal  compulsioni  that  which  he  does 
voluntarily?  Such  is,  in  our  opinion,  not  the  spirit  of  the  laws 
giving  exemptions.  No  stronger  natural  or  moral  obligation 
could  rest  on  the  appellant  than  that  which  he  is  under  to 
eupport  his  children  who  live  with  him,  illegitimate  though 
they  be;  and  we  are  unwilling  to  hold  that  nothing  short  of  a 
legal  obligation  to  support  them  will  suffice  to  make  them  con- 
stituents of  his  family. 

This  case,  in  its  &cts,i8  much  like  the  case  of  BM  v.  Keach, 
80  Ey.  44.  In  that  case,  property  claimed  to  be  exempt  was 
seised  and  sold  under  execution,  and  it  appeared  that  the 
person  claiming  the  exemption  without  marriage  had  lived 
with  a  woman  for  about  twenty  years,  she  passing  for  his  wife 
and  having  by  him  one  son,  then  about  nineteen  years  of  age. 
The  father,  mother,  and  son,  constituted  the  family,  and  in  dis- 
posing of  the  case  the  court  said:  ''  It  may  be  true  that  the 
appellee  and  the  woman  residing  with  him  were  living  in 
adultery,  and  that  he  may  not  have  been  strictiy  under  any 
natural  or  legal  obligation  to  support  her;  and  counsel  for  ap- 
pellant contends  that  it  would  be  against  public  policy,  as  well 
as  the  spirit  of  the  exemption  laws,  to  treat  persona  thus 
dwelling  together  as  entitled  to  its  salutary  provisions.  But 
it  is  not  necessary  to  decide  how  the  exemption  laws  should  be 
construed  or  administered,  if  they  alone  were  to  be  affected. 
For  whatever  may  be  their  offenses,  or  the  relation  they  sustain 
to  each  other,  appellee  was  under  a  natural  and  moral  obliga- 
tion to  support  his  infant  son,  though  he  may  have  been  bom 
out  of  wedlock;  and,  so  far  from  being  against,  it  is  in  ac- 
cordance with,  the  spirit  of  the  law,  as  well  as  public  policy, 
that  he  should  be  treated  as  a  member  of  the  family  of  ap- 
pellee." 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  appellant  and  his  children 
constituted  such  a  family  as  is  entiUed  to  the  homestead  ex- 
emption, that  the  property  in  controversy  was  not  subject  to 
forced  sale,  and  that  judgment  should  have  been  rendered  in 
his  favor. 

The  judgment  of  the  district  court  will  be  reversed  and  here 
rendered  in  favor  of  the  appellant. 

It  is  so  ordered. 
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What  Cujii«TruTi»  "FAiEZLT''wrnnv  Msanihq  ov  Exmraox  L^wst 
8m  the  extended  note  to  Wade  y.  Janet,  61  Am.  Dee.  686-^92^ 

WOB  AB    '*HXAD  OF  FaMZLT  **  WITHIN    MXANINO  OW    HoiCISTXAD    laAWt 

See  JfeFee  y.  O'ifoiidbe,  8  Am.  8t  Rep.  679.  A»  to  what  ooostitatM  Uim\j 
within  moning  of  homeetead  law,  see  WiUon  v.  Codircmf  96  Am.  Deo.  663; 
Seaitm  ▼.  Mar^M,  99  Id.  683,  and  note  684. 

HoMBBiBAP  SxATom  ARS  TO  BB  TiTHKEAiiLT  CoMRBUXD:  Biffg$  ▼.  Bier* 
Umg,  1  Am.  8t  Bep.  664;  2>re?ie  y.  Chapmm,  79  Am.  Deo.  860. 

Wiib'b  Forvkitubb  or  HomBRTBAD  Right  bt  ABABBOBnio  hbb  Hu»^ 
BAVD:  Sueonriim  qfCkrUHe,  96  Am.  Dea  414,  note. 

WDB   PSBXaXTBHTLT    8bPABATBD  IBOM  HBB    HUBBAHP    BT  AamM»M«iP 
ABTBB  BIB  KbOLBCT  TO  SUPFOBT  HbB,  HAT  AOQVIBB  A  HomRBAD:  XcfH 

k^  ▼.  BmtMmm,  39  Am.  Rep.  31. 

Pabbnt,  TBogoB  BBVBB  Mabbibd,  may  nooMrfnlly  claim  a  homrtead,  if 
he  haa  liying  with  him  hiiill^timalediild»  who  is  cntillsd  topwilsotioaand 
■opport:  EBUw.  WkUe,  47  OiL  73. 
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Damaobb.  —  Aiahodgh  8bh8B  or  Wbono  ob  Ibbuut  hat  wot  Oobritoth 
Lboal'Basb  bob  Ezbmplabt  Daxaobs  in  an  aotion  hja  oofpotation 
for  a  maliflioiis  and  opprostiye  trespass  eomnitted  upon  its  property,  yet 
when  the  result  of  such  trespass  is  to  impsir  the  cndit  of  the  eorpora- 
tion  and  snbjeet  it  to  the  expense  of  litigation,  for  these  injiirisa  it  is  en* 
titled  to  clahn  each  damage. 

BmxBHOB.— Lf  AcnoH  AOADmr  CoBfOBATnuff  bob  MAUOioim  T^siPAfls^ 
declarations  made  by  a  senrantof  the  defendant  indicating  his  own  reck- 
leas  indifference  to  ocDseqiiences  regarding  the  trespass  are  inadniBBihle 
in  evidence.  Bat  other  decUumtions  of  such  servant  in  regard  to  the 
trespass  complained  of,  made  before  its  con^leticn»  and  ecnoeming  a 
matter  within  the  scepe  of  his  anthority,  are  *^t"^— «M^,  as  tending  te 
ahow  the  tumnm  of  the  defendant. 

Ibl  — CovcLirsioir  ob  Wrbbss.  — The  testimony  of  a  witnsss  that  he  knew 
the  meaning  of  an  order  to  "work  "  a  train  between  two ataticns  named, 
bat  not  etating  what  that  meaning  was,  is  not  open  to  the'ebjeeticn  thai 
it  states  the  oondnsion  of  the  witness. 

Damaobb.  —  Ezbmflabt  Dakaobb,  whbb  Allowed,  snouLD  bb  Vmatam* 
TMOHZD  to  the  actual  damages  sostained;  and  ten  thoosand  doQais  exem- 
plary damagee,  when  the  actual  damagee  found  l^  the  jury  were  bnt  twe 
hundred  doUars,  ie  clearly  exceesiye,  and  should  be  eet  adde.  Sooh  die- 
proportion  manifests  that  the  Jury  were  influenced  by  passicn,  prejndios^ 
or  partiality. 

Action  to  recover  damages  for  a  maliciouB  irespasB.    Th» 
opinion  states  the  case. 

Hutcheson  and  FranUifij  for  the  appellant 

Waelder  avid  Upaon^  for  the  appellee. 
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Gaines,  J.  This  was  an  action  brought  in  the  court  below 
by  the  appellee  against  the  appellant  to  recover  danuiges, 
actual  and  exemplary,  for  the  destruction  by  appellant's 
agents  and  servants  of  a  portion  of  appellee's  tel^raph  and 
telephone  line. 

The  first  question  presented  is  raised  by  the  assignment 
that  the  court  erred  in  overruling  appellant's  exception  to  so 
much  of  the  petition  as  sought  to  recover  exemplary  damages. 
The  plaintiff  sued  as  a  corporation;  and  appellee  contends  that 
a  corporation  can,  in  an  action  of  this  sort,  recover  only  actoal 
damages.  In  their  written  argument  in  support  of  this  posi- 
tion, counsel  frankly  admit  that  they  have  found  no  direct 
decision  upon  the  point,  either  by  our  courts,  or  the  courts  of 
other  states,  or  of  England.  It  is  argued,  however,  that  such 
damages  are  never  awarded  solely  by  way  of  punishment,  but 
are  given  in  a  proper  case  for  the  purpose  of  example  and 
punishment,  as  a  compensation  for  mental  pain  suffered  by 
the  plaintiff  by  reason  of  the  outrages  or  oppressive  conduct  of 
the  defendant;  and  that  a  corporation,  being  an  artificial  per- 
son, and  having  no  mind  to  suffer,  is  incapable  of  receiving 
the  specific  injury  upon  which  such  damages  must  be  based. 

It  may  be  difficult  to  defend,  upon  sound  reasoning,  the 
doctrine  of  vindictive  damages  now  so  firmly  intrenched  in 
the  common  law,  upon  the  theory  that  they  are  allowed  alone 
for  the  purpose  of  punishment  and  the  good  of  society;  but 
admitting,  for  the  argument's  sake,  that  the  position  of  coun- 
sel upon  this  point  is  correct,  it  must  be  answered  that  there 
are  other  elements  of  injury  besides  ''the  sense  of  wrong  or 
insult "  which  offered  a  legal  basis  for  exemplary  damages; 
such,  for  example,  as  loss  of  credit  and  expense  of  litigation. 
These  injuries  corporations  may  suffer  as  well  as  individuals; 
and  hence  we  conclude  that  when  a  malicious  and  oppressive 
trespass  is  committed  upon  their  property,  they  have  the  right 
to  claim  such  damages,  the  amount  to  be  fixed  by  the  jury,  as 
ill  other  cases,  in  some  proportion  to  the  actual  damage  and 
the  detrimental  consequences  to  the  plaintiff  proved  upon  the 
trial. 

With  one  exception,  the  declarations  of  Painter  to  B.  J. 
Brackenridge  —  the  admission  of  which  is  complained  of  in 
the  second  assignment  of  error  —  were  properly  admitted  in 
evidence.  Painter  was  in  the  employment  of  defendant,  and 
the  testimony  shows  that  he  was  its  agent,  charged  with  the 
duty  of  removing  plaintiff's  poles  from  the  right  of  way.   The 


Dec.  1887.]     Railboad  Co.  v.  Telephons  etc.  CSo.  47 

declarations  were  about  a  matter  in  the  scope  of  his  antfaarity, 
and  before  the  transaction  to  which  they  referred  was  com- 
pleted. They  tended  to  show  that  the  defendant's  officers  or 
agents  claimed  that  plaintiff's  line  was  partli  on  defendant's 
right  of  way,  and  that  they  had  determined  to  remove  the 
poles.  This  applies  to  all  ihe  declarations  except  the  state^ 
ment  that  "he  [Painter]  would  obey  orders  if  it  broke 
owners."  Under  the  issues  made  in  this  case,  according  to 
the  authority  of  the  ruling  in  the  case  of  Hctutan  eU.  Ry  Co. 
T.  1R0M|  53  Tex.  819,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  that  declara- 
liOD  should  have  been  excluded. 

Appellant's  third  assignment  of  error  is  not  well  taken. 
The  testimony  which  was  objected  to  proved  directly  the  pull- 
ing up  of  the  poles,  and  tended  strongly  to  show  that  it  was 
done  by  order  of  defendant's  train-master.  Painter.  The  wit- 
ness testified  that  he  was  sent  by  Painter  to  one  Jack,  an  engi- 
Beer  on  the  railroad,  with  a  train  for  orders;  that  the  engineer 
received  the  orders,  which  were  to  "  work  "  the  train  between 
Ban  Marcos  and  Hunter  Station,  and  that  they  knew  what  was 
meant  This  was  objected  to  on  the  grounds  ''that  it  appeared 
from  the  testimony  itself  that  the  witness  was  not  stating 
fKts  within  his  own  knowledge,  but  from  information  and 
belief,  and  was  stating  conclusions  as  to  the  meaning  of  the 
orders  he  supposed  Jack  to  have  received."  But  the  evidence 
is  not  obnoxious  to  these  objections.  All  the  witness  testified 
to  was  peculiarly  within  his  own  knowledgOi  except  as  to  the 
Olden  received  by  the  engineer.  He  does  not  say  that  these 
were  communicated  to  him  by  the  latter,  and  the  presumption 
must  be  that  he  knew  them  of  his  own  knowledge.  The  wit- 
ness says  he  knew  the  meaning  of  the  orders,  but  does  not  say 
what  that  meaning  was,  and  hence  that  portion  of  his  testi- 
numy  is  not  liable  to  the  objection  interposed  by  appellant, 
that  it  states  the  conclusions  of  the  witness. 

Appellant  filed  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  upon  the  ground, 
among  others,  that  the  exemplary  damages  found  by  the  jury 
were  excessive.  The  motion  was  overruled,  and  this  action  of 
the  court  is  assigned  as  error.  The  actual  damages  found  by 
the  jury  were  but  two  hundred  dollars.  The  evidence  would 
not  have  warranted  more  than  this  amount.  The  verdict, 
however,  was  for  ten  thousand  dollars  as  exemplary  damages. 

It  is  difficult  to  lay  down  any  rule  by  which  to  test  the 
question  of  excess  in  a  verdict  for  vindictive  damage.  They 
ve  very  largely  in  the  discretion  of  the  jury.    But  it  is  said, 
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in  the  case  of  the  Railroad  Co.  v.  Nichols^  Austin  Term,  1882, 
^'  Exemplary  damages,  when  allowed,  should  be  in  proportion 
to  the  actnsd  damages  sustained."  This  language  was  quoted 
with  approbation,  and  the  rule  acted  upon,  in  the  case  of 
WillU  and  Brother  v.  McNeiUy  64  Tex.  485.  In  both  the  cases 
cited,  the  verdict  was  held  excessive.  In  the  former,  the  pro- 
portion of  actual  to  exemplary  damages  was  as  one  to  four, 
and  in  the  latter  (approximately)  as  one  to  twelve.  In  the 
case  before  us,  the  proportion  is  as  one  to  fifty.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  evidence  to  make  this  case  an  exceptional  case 
for  exemplary  damages.  The  verdict  is  clearly  excessive,  and 
it  is  manifest,  from  the  disproportion  between  the  actual  in- 
jury sustained  and  the  aggregate  sum  awarded,  that  the  jury 
were  influenced  by  passion, .  prejudice,  or  partiality.  There- 
fore it  should  have  been  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial  awarded. 

The  other  questions  presented  by  the  assignments  of  error, 
and  not  directly  or  indirectly  considered,  are  not  likely  to 
arise  upon  another  trial,  and  need  not  be  discussed. 

For  the  errors  which  have  been  pointed  out,  the  judgment 
will  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 


Imfaibmekt  or  Gbsdit  la  proper  sabjact  for  oonndenitum  in  aOowiiif 
damagea:  PtMm  ▼.  Sheppermm,  94  Am.  Dae.  468,  and  nofca. 

Bbootebt  wnx  bx  OoHronD  to  CoiiraNaATOBT  Damaowb,  in  abaanoa  of 
oiroamatanoea  of  aggravation:  Sort  t.  8l  I/<mi$  efe.  J^V  OO'f  ^  Am.  Si.  Bap. 
S74^  and  note. 

EzmPLABT  DufAOW^  injnry  to  f aalinga  aa  elemant  oft  Btuari  ▼.  Tehgraph 
Co.p  S&  Am.  Rep.  628;  Porierv.  BaOroad Ob.,  86 Id. 454.  Qanoial mlaa  wiUi 
reapect  to  allowanoa  of:  Awtin  ▼.  IFUmi,  60  Am.  Deo.  767.  note;  SmtJhtm 
B,B,Cfo.y.  Kmuiriek,  90  Id.  832. 

BzxifFLABT  Daxaobs  in  aotioDa  of  traapaaa;  Pefhn$  t.  TcwU^  80  Am.  Daa. 
149;  BtgiY.  AOeth  81  Id.  838;  MeagherT.  I>riiooa;  96 Id.  769. 

JuiwMXHT  roB  EzncFLABT  Damaou  wuJi  hot  bi  BavDHiD  nnlaai  aa 
axoeaaiTa  aa  to  warrant  belief  that  the  verdiot  waa  the  raaiilt  of  piajiidioab 
paaiion,  or  oorraption:  Shoehif  t.  Eomob  CUiy  H'y  Ob.,  4  Am.  St.  Bap.  896^ 
and  note;  Jadc9onMe  etc.  ffp  Co.  t.  HciberU,  22  Fla.  824. 

JUBT  HAVB  RiOBT  TO  OZVB  DlKAOBS  DT  PaOgOBTIOir  TO  OnODlMIAliqSi 

ov  AooBATATZON  AND ODTBAax:  PeMmT. Bhtfpeimm,  94  Am. Daa. 468;  and 
wiU  rarely  be  intarfered  with  in  aathnatfaig  tiiwn;  NewOrkamete,  M.  S^O^ 
V.  Hmrst,  74  Id.  790^  notew 
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Btnum  V.  Pbbston. 

IW  TBZAJ,  »7.] 

PtaABDro^— Ir  n  vov  Ebbok  to  OyxsRuui  Ezomioir  10  Panxxov 
based  OB  tlie  ground  that  the  exhibits  filed  therewith  oontndiot  th» 
■]l0giiti€n%  iHiere,  although  the  petition  refers  to  ezhibiti  as  bftving  beeit 
msds  parts  thereof »  it  appears  from  an  inspeotion  of  the  tnasoript  that 
DO  sneh  ezhibitB  are  eontained  in  the  record. 

iBOPgiu  — Rhhttitial  BLsmHTBOv  Bbtoptilabi^*-!.  a  false  reptesea* 
tation  or  ooncealment  of  material  faots;  2.  The  reptesentation  mnst 
have  been  made  with  a  knowledge  of  the  faots;  S.  The  parfy  to  wlun» 
it  was  made  mnst  have  been  ignorant  of  the  tmth  of  the  matter;  i.  It 
most  hare  been  made  with  the  intention  that  the  other  parlj  should  aet 
upon  it;  and  5.  ^e  other  party  mnst  have  been  indnoed  to  aet  on  it* 

Lk— Facts  Ihbuuxoziiit  to  Stop  VnrDiis  or  Lasd  raoM  CLAixnfa 
ToLm  TBBBSTO.  — The  yendees  of  land  executed  notis  for  the  pordhase- 
money,  bnt  neither  in  the  deed  to  them  nor  in  the  notes  was  a  lien 
reserved  for  their  payment.  A  small  part  only  of  the  pqrshase  money 
was  paid,  and  the  vendees  afterwards  left  the  land»  and  the  vendor 
lesomed  poaseaaion.  After  the  porchase-money  notss  were  barred  by 
limitation,  the  vendor  bronght  suit  against  the  vendees,  alleging  their 
abandonment  of  the  land,  and  praying  a  oanoellation  of  the  deed  as  % 
dond  upon  hia  title.  Heldf  that  tiie  defendants  were  not  estopped  by 
thsse  facts  from  setting  up  their  legal  title  to  the  land  in  oontroveny. 

Suit  to  remoye  deed  as  a  cloud  upon  title.  The  opinimt 
itateB  the  case. 

IF.  J.  Qraham  a/nd  H.  L.  SUme^  for  the  appellants. 

/.  H,  J(me$  and  Gf.  H.  Oouldj  for  the  appellees. 

Gainxs,  J.  Appellees,  on  the  twenty-third  day  of  January^ 
1877,  sold  to  appellant  Bynnm  and  one  S.  F.  Menifee,  who 
was  the  ancestor  of  the  other  appellants,  and  is  now  dead,  the 
tract  of  land  which  is  the  subject-matter  of  this  suit.  For 
the  consideration  of  the  conveyance,  the  vendees  executed  six 
jpromissory  notes,  each  for  $151.60;  two  being  payable  twelve,, 
two  twenty-four,  and  two  thirty-six  months  after  date,  and  all 
leciting  that  they  were  given  for  the  purchase-money  of  a 
tract  of  land  sold  on  the  day  of  their  date.  The  deed  also 
redtes  the  execution  of  the  notes  for  the  purchase-money,  but 
in  none  of  these  instruments  was  the  vendor's  lien  expressly 
reserved.  The  vendees  went  into  possession,  but  in  1880  or 
1881  Menifee  abandoned  his  possession,  and  died  in  an  ad- 
joining county  before  the  bringing  of  this  suit.  Bynum  also 
removed  from  the  land  in  1883,  and  it  seems  very  shortly 
thereafter  appellees  took  possession  through  a  tenant,  and  so 
held  it  until  the  time  of  the  trial.    They  brought  this  suit  to 
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remove  the  deed  as  a  cloud  npon  their  title,  and  obtained  a 
judgment  to  that  eiFect 

The  first  assignment  of  error  is,  that  the  court  erred  in  over- 
ruling defendant's  exception  to  plaintiffs'  original  petition  and 
their  trial  amendment.  In  their  Btatemeut  under  this  assign- 
ment,  counsel  for  appellants  say  ''They  [meaning  plainti£b] 
4illege  that  the  notes  given  for  the  land  reserves  a  lien  on  it, 
t)ut  they  make  the  notes  a  part  of  the  petition,  and  the  notes 
show  for  themselves  that  they  contain  no  lien.''  But  we  find 
that  although  the  petition  refers  to  exhibits  as  having  been 
made  parts  thereof^  no  such  exhibits  appear  in  record,  and 
jienoe  tiiere  is  nothing  upon  the  £&ce  of  the  petition  as  wt  out 
in  the  transcript  to  show  that  the  allegation  that  the  lien  was 
ceserved  is  not  true.  From  the  record  before  us  we  mnst  hold 
that  the  exceptions  to  the  petition  were  properly  overruled. 

We  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  consider  the  other  assign- 
ments  in  error.    They  raise  the  question  whether  the  plaintiffs 
make  out  a  case  in  their  testimony  which  entitled  them  to 
a  judgment  for  the  land.    The  deed  and  notes  introduced  in 
evidence  showed  that  no  lien  was  expressly  reserved  for  the 
payment  of  the  notes.    It  was  an  executed  sale,  and  the  ven- 
dors having  parted  with  the  title  had  no  right  to  claim  a 
revision  upon  the  failure  or  refusal  of  the  vendees  to  pay  the 
purchase-money.    But  appellees  claim  that,  by  the  conduct 
•of  the  vendees,  appellants  are  estopped.    They  proved  as  to 
Menifee  that  he  paid  very  little  on  the  notes  (not  enough,  the 
court  found,  to  pay  a  reasonable  rent  on  the  land  for  the  time 
lie  occupied  it),  and  that  he  left  it  in  1880  or  1881.    No  wit- 
ness testifies  to  any  fact,  showing  satisfactorily  why  he  left  it. 
But  he  never  returned,  and  died  in  another  county.     Bynum 
«l80  paid  very  little  of  the  purchase-money,  and  moved  from 
the  place  to  another  about  three  miles  distant,  in  the  spring  of 
1888.    He  testified  that  he  left  it  because  ''  it  was  sickly,"  and 
that  he  had  abandoned  his  claim  to  it.    Appellee  Harris  tes- 
tified that  he  talked  with  Bynum  in  the  winter  of  1886  and 
1887,  and  that  the  latter  said  he  had  abandoned  the  place; 
but  upon  cross-examination  said  he  was  not  certain  that  he 
may  not  have  said  he  had  left  the  place.    He  did  not  testify 
to  any  conversation  with  Bynum  before  he  took  possession. 
Baxter  testified  that  Bynum  told  him  just  before  the  trial 
'<<  that  Menifee  had  abandoned  the  land,  and  that  he  could  not 
]>ay  for  it,  and  had  quit  it."    One  McCord  testified  that  By- 
«ium  said  to  him  "  that  the  place  was  sickly,  and  that  he  had 


Dee.  1887.]  Bmtnc  v.  Pbbstov.  61 

bt  it  go  baok  to  Pz60toii  and  Harris  ";  but  upon  ciOBooxam- 
ination  admitted  that  he  did  not  lemember  that  Bynom  said 
that  he  had  tnmed  it  over  to  Preston  and  Harris.  This  wit- 
ness also  said:  '^My  impression  was,  that  Bynom  said  he  had 
abandoned  the  phice,  and  had  tamed  it  over  to  Captain  Pres- 
ton, and  the  impression  was  made  on  me  from  the  £act  that 
Bynnm  said  he  had  quit  it,  and  the  £act  that  Preston  was  in 
possession."  This  is  in  substance  all  the  evidence  bearing 
upon  the  question. 

When  Menifee  left  the  premises,  none  of  the  notes  were 
barred,  but  when  Bynom  left  all  wese  barred  but  the  two  last, 
and  the  theory  of  the  appellees  is,  that  by  leaving  the  place 
the  vendees  induced  them  to  believe  that  they  had  surrendered 
all  their  rights  under  the  deed,  and  to  repose  upon  that  belief 
until  the  notes  were  barred,  and  that  thereby  an  estoppel  was 
created.    But  we  fail  to  perceive  any  ground  upon  which  this 
claim  can  be  soccessfully  maintained.     Appellees  are  pre- 
flumed  to  have  known  the  law,  and  to  be  aware  that  a  mere 
abandonment  by  the  vendees  would  not  reinvest  them  with 
title  to  land  they  had  ccmveyed  away;  and  it  caniu>t  be  sup- 
posed that  any  prudent  man  would  be  induced  by  this  alone 
to  ibiego  his  remedies  fi>r  the  enforcement  of  his  Uen  for  the 
pordiase^money.    The  conduct  both  of  Bynum  and  Menifee 
is  lacldng  in  the  essential  elements  of  an  estoppel.    These  are 
given  in  a  leading  text-book  upon  this  topic  as  follows:  1. 
'*  There  rnnat  have  been  a  false  representation  or  concealment 
of  material  facts;  2.  The  representation  must  have  been  made 
with  a  knowledge  of  the  facts;  8.  The  party  to  whom  it  was 
made  must  have  been  ignorant  of  the  truth  of  the  matter; 
4.  It  must  have  been  made  with  the  intention  that  the  other 
party  diould  act  upon  it;  and  6.  The  other  party  must  have 
beeu  induced  to  act  upon  it":  Bigelow  on  Eistoppel,  484;  see 
also  Steed  v.  PeUjh  66  Tex.  490;  Bhm  v.  MerehofU^  58  Id.  400. 
lIow,in  the  case  before  us,  there  imre  no  representations  by 
the  vendees,  nor  any  silence  on  their  port,  when  it  was  their 
duty  to  have  spoken.    Nor  was  there  any  act  done  or  word 
utined  by  them,  or  either  of  them,  as  shown  by  the  evidence, 
which  manifosts  an  intention  that  it  should  be  acted  upon 
by  their  vendors.    Neither  of  the  vendees  told  appellants,  or 
either  of  them,  that  they  had  abandcmed  the  land  because 
they  eonkl  not  pay  for  it;  and  that  the  vendors  could  take  it 
bae^.     It  appears,  therefore,  that  appellants  assumed  that 
their  vendees  had  surrendered  the  land  because  they  were  not 


52  Bthum  v.  Pubstqh.  [Taziu^ 

able  to  pay  the  purchase-money,  but  the  vendees  did  not  au- 
thorize such  an  assumption  by  any  declaration  made  by  them. 
They  are  not  shown  to  have  made  any  declaration  concerning 
the  matter  until  the  notes  were  barred.  That  the  mere  failure 
to  pay  the  notes  and  the  taxes  on  the  land  and  removal  from 
the  premises  would  not  bar  their  legal  right,  whatever  the 
action  of  the  owners,  we  think  too  plain  for  argument. 

We  know  of  no  case  in  which  this  ground  of  action  or  de- 
fense has  been  sustained  upon  such  a  slender  foundation.  The 
case  made  by  appellee  is  insufficient  upon  the  authority  of 
every  decision  cited  by  counsel  to  support  it:  Love  v.  Barber^ 
17  Tex.  817;  Williams  v.  Chandler^  25  Id.  11;  Scoby  v.  SweaU, 
28  Id.  714;  Page  v.  Amimy  29  Id.  53;  Mayer  v.  Sarmey^  46  Id. 
875.  To  these  a  number  of  later  cases  may  be  added:  EchoU 
V.  McKxe^  60  Id.  41;  Peien  v.  ClementSy  52  Id.  140;  Blum  v. 
Merehanty  58  Id.  400;  GriTmes  v.  WathinSj  59  Id.  183;  Orinnan 
V.  Dean,  62  Id.  218;  Steed  v.  Petty,  65  Id.  490. 

If  the  vendees  after  their  abandonment  had  told  a  third 
person  that  they  had  surrendered  all  claim  to  the  land  to 
their  vendors,  and  that  the  latter  alone  had  the  right  to  sell  it^ 
and  acting  upon  these  representations  such  person  had  bought 
of  the  vendors,  then  the  vendees  would  have  been  estopped. 
But  the  abandonment  of  the  land  by  them  and  the  resump- 
tion of  possession  by  their  vendors  would  not  constitute  sudb 
an  inducement  as  would  justify  a  purchase  from  the  vendors 
to  claim  this  equity;  and  it  seems  clear  to  us  the  vendors 
themselves  occupy  no  higher  ground. 

If  appellees  had  shown  that  Menifee  and  Bynum  notified 
them  that  they  were  unable  to  pay  their  notes,  and  that  they 
had  abandoned  the  property,  and  would  no  longer  claim  it, 
and  had  authorized  them  to  take  possession,  and  if  the  former 
relied  upon  this,  and  took  possession  and  forbore  to  sue  until 
the  notes  were  barred,  they  may  have  had  a  better  case.  But 
that  is  not  the  case  made  in  the  record,  and  we  do  not  deem 
it  proper  to  decide  it  in  advance. 

The  claim  of  appellants  is  unconscientious,  and  in  any  other 
than  a  legal  sense  unjust;  and  the  case  of  appellees,  though 
brought  about  by  their  own  laches,  is  a  hard  one.  But  the 
law  is  inexorable,  and  it  is  our  duty  to  declare  it,  and  not  to 
bend  it  so  as  to  meet  the  abstract  justice  of  the  case. 

For  the  error  of  the  court  in  holding  appellants  estopped  to 
set  up  their  legal  title  to  the  premises  in  controversy,  the  judg- 
ment is  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded. 


Dec  1887.]  Alsitp  v.  Jobdan.  68 

Aon  ASD  D1GLAIATION8  Coxrannrmro  Estofpkl  nr  Pins  Eumphtfi 
T.  tUeh,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  293,  and  OMes  collected  in  note  298. 

Broppsl  iBOM  KOT  OiTiNo  KoTicB  OF  Clau  ov  Titls:  Otffe^  V. 
(ySeOeff,  57  Am.  Bep.  424,  and  note  429-433;  Andermm  y.  BMie,  47  Id. 
SM,  and  note  401.  And  eee,  as  to  what  moat  appear  in  order  thab  declara- 
tiom  or  conduct  of  parties  shall  operate  as  estoppel  in  retpect  to  title  to  real 
fnperty,  DaoU  v.  Dams,  85  Am.  Dec.  157;  Mariim  ▼.  Zetterba^  99  Id.  865; 
JfiRcrv.  Hmer,  100 Id.  538;  HodgmY.  gddp.  98  Id.  812;  Wamieimy.  Bank 
p.  23. 


Albup  V.  Jordan. 

re^TBzas,  iool] 

huoncn. — SBSomouB  Bzolubidn  of  EnDSNCB  vbom  Jubt  n  v  or  Gbouvd 
lOB  RiTSBSAL  of  the  judgment^  where  it  manifJMtly  appears  from  the 
whole  case  tiiat  the  eyidenoe,  if  admitted,  could  not  have  inflnenoed  the 


DifOMS.— Vauditt  of  Dbgbxi  of  DnroBOK  s  vor  AiwAn.ATff.»  on  the 
groand  that  the  special  district  jndge  who  tried  the  caae^  and  rendered 
the  decree,  was  the  oonnty  jndge  of  the  connty  when  the  trial  began. 
Although  he  be  snch  an  officer  as  is  forbidden  by  the  oonstitation  to  hold 
another  cfffioe,  his  aooeptance  and  exerdae  of  the  duties  of  another  office 
would  operate  an  abandonment  of  the  office  to  which  he  had  formerly 
qoalified,  and  his  act  as  special  Jndge  wonld  be  valid. 

Lhbatioh  of  AcnoHa.  —  Uhdxb  Tmxab  Rsvisid  Statutis,  Astiolb 
32SS;  Tms  Likited  iob  CoKUiiaBiimT  of  Cbbtaut  AcnoNs  dois 
aor  Bnnr  to  Rmr  agunst  married  women  nntQ  the  remoral  of  the 
di«bility  of  cover  tore;  and  a  married  woman  should  not  be  denied  the 
benefit  of  this  pnmsion,  became  the  ooorts  recognise  her  right  to  main- 
tun  actions  lor  the  protection  of  exempt  property,  when  necessary,  to 
•naUe  her  to  protect  henelf  agsinst  the  acts  of  her  hnsband  and  others. 

lUMRiiMiB.  — Terms  ''all  household  and  kitchen  fumitare"  may  include 
a  piano  kept  and  used  for  the  pnrpooe  of  instructing  the  children  of  the 
fMnily  in  nmsic,  if  the  statute  plsoes  no  limit  on  the  value  of  the  house- 
hold and  kitohen  furniture  whioh  it  declares  shall  be  exempt. 

bt^WEKBiB  Exsmftiohs  fbok  Foboid  8alb  Sxxbnp  Fubihkb  than 
Tret  ouobt  is  for  the  ooasidmtioii  ol  the  Ijgislatnre^  it  being  the 
phiin  duty  of  the  courts  to  eoforoe  the  li^slstive  intent^  as  manifested 
Vy  the  lettor  and  spirit  of  the  statute. 


Thb  Opinion  Btates  the 

XVttfy  Field  and  R.  L.  Hightowerj  for  the  appellanta. 

Btatton,  J.  The  appellee  bionght  a  Buit  for  divorce  against 
her  hiuiband,  A.  J.  Jordan,  in  April,  1882,  and  obtained  an  in- 
junction  restraining  her  husband  from  selling  the  property 
which  belonged  to  them,  and  from  interfering  with  her  man- 
Agement  and  possession  of  the  homestead  and  other  property. 
She  was  also  given  the  control  of  their  five  children  during 
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the  pendency  of  the  suit.  On  Febroaxy  6, 1888,  an  order  was 
made  authormng  the  appellee  to  sell  aU  the  personal  property 
belonging  to  herself  and  husband  to  raise  means  to  support 
herself  and  children.  A  decree  of  divorce  was  granted  on 
September  13, 1884. 

On  January  29, 1883,  the  appellants  obtained  a  judgment 
in  a  justice's  court  against  A.  J.  Jordan,  on  which  an  execu- 
tion issued  February  10, 1883,  and  this  was  leyied  on  a  cow 
and  two-year-old  heifer,  the  only  cattle  owned  by  Jordan  and 
wife,  and  also  upon  a  piano  owned  by  them.  This  property 
was  sold  under  execution,  and  this  action  was  brought  by  Mrs. 
Jordan  to  recover  damages,  actual  and  exemplary,  on  account 
of  the  sale  of  this  property,  which  is  alleged  to  have  been  ex- 
empted from  forced  sale. 

The  petition  alleges  that  the  property  was  exempt  from 
forced  sale,  and  charges  that  the  appellants,  knowing  of  this, 
and  of  the  pendency  of  the  suit  for  divorce  and  the  orders 
made  therein,  against  the  protest  of  appellee,  maliciously, 
and  with  intent  to  injure,  vex,  harass,  and  distress  her, 
caused  the  same  to  be  seized  and  sold  under  their  execution. 
There  was  a  verdict  and  judgment  against  the  appellants  for 
damages,  actual  and  exemplary. 

There  is  no  complaint  of  the  charge  of  the  court,  except 
that  it  informed  the  jury  that  the  piano  was  exempt  from 
forced  sale  if  it  was  used  by  the  plaintiff,  or  by  her  and  her 
husband,  as  a  part  of  the  furniture  of  their  home.  In  this 
connection  the  court  instructed  the  jury  "that  the  word  'fur^ 
niture'  includes  a  supply  of  necessary,  convenient,  or  oma* 
mental  articles  for  a  residence,  and  for  the  purpose  of  teaching 
their  said  children  music  thereon."  There  is  no  assignment  of 
error  presented  which  questions  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence 
to  sustain  the  verdict,  and  it  must  therefore  be  assumed  that 
the  appellants  concede  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  au- 
thorize the  jury  to  find  that  the  material  averments  of  the 
petition  were  proved. 

''The  defendants  offered  to  prove  by  Henry  Field,  Esq.,  that 
he,  as  the  legal  adviser  and  attorney  for  defendants,  went  to 
J.  G.  Hazlewood,  one  of  the  attorneys  of  record  for  S.  E.  Jor- 
dan in  the  suit  for  divorce  against  her  husband,  A.  J.  Jordan, 
and  inquired  of  said  Hazlewood  why  he  did  not  stop  the  sale 
of  the  property,  the  sale  of  which  is  complained  of  in  this 
cause,  to  wit,  the  cow  and  yearling  and  piano,  and  that 
Hazlewood  replied  that  'we  don't  want  the  old  property,'  and 
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that  this  conveTflation  was  after  the  levy  on  said  properlj  was 
made,  and  before  the  eale,  and  that  said  witness  communi- 
cated said  statement  of  J.  6.  Hazlewood  to  8.  A.  Alsup,  one- 
of  the  defendants,  before  the  sale  of  the  property."  This  evi«^ 
dence  was  objected  to,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  immaterial^ 
and  did  not  bind  plaintiff,  and  the  objection  was  sustained. 

Whether  Hazlewood  had  authority  to  make  such  a  states 
mentor  not  would  be  important  on  the  question  of  the  right  of 
appellee  to  recover  actual  damages;  but,  if  he  had  not  au» 
thority  to  bind  appelleCi  it  may  be  true  that  his  connectioa 
with  her  business  was  such  as  would  have  made  his  statement 
admissible  when  shown  to  have  been  communicated  to  the 
appellants  before  the  sale,  for  the  purpose  of  illustrating'  the 
animua  of  the  appellants  in  causing  the  property  to  be  sold. 
However  this  may  be,  the  uncontroverted  evidence  shows  that» 
before  the  sale  was  made,  the  appellants  were  fully  advised  of 
the  fact  that  Mrs.  Jordan  was  unwilling  that  the  property 
should  be  soldi  when,  if  the  testimony  had  been  admitted,  it 
could  not  have  influenced  the  verdict.  The  testimony  of  the 
witness  would  tend  to  show  tliat  he,  as  the  legal  adviser  of  ap- 
pellants, was  of  the  opinion  that  the  property  was  not  subject 
to  forced  sale,  and  the  inference  is  very  strong  that  the  in- 
quiry made  by  him  was  for  their  benefit.  If  so,  they  ought 
not  to  have  relied  upon  the  statement  of  any  one  not  known 
to  have  authority  from  Mrs.  Jordan  to  speak  for  her.  If  it 
were  enoneous  to  ezdude  the  evidence,  no  injury  could  hare 
resulted  from  this,  far  with  full  knowledge  of  the  opposition 
of  Mrs.  Jordan  to  the  sale  the  ajq^iellants  caused  it  to  bo 
made.  They  also  bad  actual  knowledge  of  the  proceedings  in 
the  divwce  suit,  the  legal  effect  of  which  we  will  not  consider 
on  this  appeal 

The  decree  divorcing  Mrs.  Jordan  from  her  husband  waa 
objected  to  on  the  ground  that  the  special  judge  who  tried 
the  case  was  county  judge  of  Harrison  County.  If  a  special 
judgB)  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitution,  be  such  an  offi- 
cer as  is  forbidden  to  hold  another  office,  then  the  acceptance 
and  exercise  of  this  office  would  operate  an  abandonment  of 
the  office  to  which  he  had  formerly  qualified,  and  the  act  of 
the  spedal  judge  would  be  valid:  State  v.  BrinkerhofffWTex. 
46.  We  do  not  wish,  however,  to  be  understood  to  hold  that 
a  special  judge  is  such  an  officer  as  is  forbidden  by  the  con- 
stitution to  hold  another  office,  for  that  question  is  not  involved 
in  this  case. 
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This  action  was  brought  on  September  29, 1886,  and  the  ap- 
pellants aeked  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury,  in  effect,  that 
under  the  facts  in  this  case  the  statutes  of  limitation  ran 
against  Mrs.  Jordan  from  the  time  the  sale  was  made.  This 
the  oonrt  refused.  Mrs.  Jordan  continued  a  married  woman 
tmtil  September  13,  1884.  The  statute  provides  that  ^'  if  a 
person,  entitled  to  bring  an  action  other  than  those  mentioned 
in  chapter  1  of  this  title,  be  at  the  time  the  cause  of  action 
aocrues  ....  a  married  woman,  the  term  of  such  disability 
ehall  not  be  deemed  a  portion  of  the  time  limited  for  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action,  and  such  person  shall  have  the  same 
time  after  the  removal  of  her  disability  that  is  allowed  to 
others  by  the  provisions  of  this  title":  B.  S.,  art  8222.  The 
&ct  that  the  right  of  married  women  to  maintain  action  for 
the  protection  of  exempt  property  has  been  recognized  by  the 
decisions  of  this  court,  in  cases  in  which  the  exercise  of  such 
«  power  became  necessary  to  protect  her  against  the  acts  of 
her  husband  and  others,  furnishes  no  reason  why  the  plain 
language  of  the  statute  shall  not  be  given  effect. 

If  subsequently  to  the  passage  of  the  statute,  to  which  we 
have  referred,  the  legislature  had  expressly  empowered  wives, 
situated  as  was  Mrs.  Jordan  pending  the  divorce  suit,  to  insti- 
tute suits  such  as  this,  we  would  not  feel  authorised  to  hold 
that  such  legislation,  by  implication,  repealed  the  statute  re- 
ferred to.    There  is  no  such  legislation,  however. 

The  special  charge  referred  to  in  the  seventh  assignxnent  of 
error,  in  so  far  as  it  was  applicable  to  the  facts  of  the  case, 
was  embraced  in  the  charge  given,  and  no  injury  could  have 
resulted  from  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  give  it.  The  evidence 
of  the  appellants  themselves  would  have  forbidden  a  finding 
that  they  did  not  require  the  officer  to  sell  the  property;  for 
when  he  proposed  to  release  it,  they  threatened  him  with  a 
cuit  for  damages  if  he  did  so. 

It  is  evident  that  the  value  of  the  piano  entered  into  the 
Terdict,  and  it  is  urged  that  the  charge  of  the  court  in  regard 
to  its  exemption  was  erroneous,  and  that,  as  matter  of  law,  it 
was  properly  subject  to  forced  sale.  The  statute  provides  as 
follows:  "The  following  property  shall  be  reserved  to  every 
family,  exempt  from  attachment  or  execution,  and  every  other 
species  of  forced  sale  for  the  payment  of  debts:  ....  all 
household  and  kitchen  furniture":  R.  S.,  art.  2336.  The 
general  definition  of  '^  household,"  when  used  as  a  qualifying 
word,  is  pertaining  or  belongiDg  to  the  house  or  family,  and  it 
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is  80  OTidenily  naed  in  the  etatute  under  coneideration,  the 
porpoee  of  wUch  is  to  exempt  articles  belonging  to  a  family. 
And  in  snoh  a  connection,  the  word  "  fomiture "  is  one  of 
Teiy  broad  signification,  and,  according  to  lexicographers,  em- 
braces  a  supply  of  necessary,  conyenient,  or  ornamental  arti- 
cles with  which  a  residence  is  equipped.  The  statute  declares 
that  "the  ordinary  signification  shall  be  applied  to  words,  ex- 
cept words  of  art  or  words  connected  with  a  particular  trade 
or  subject-matter,  when  they  have  the  signification  attached 
to  them  by  experts  in  such  art  or  trade,  or  with  reference  to 
soch  subject-matter":  R.  8.,  art.  8188. 

The  charge  of  the  court  gave  to  the  words  "  household  fur- 
niture'' their  ordinary  signification,  and  if  it  went  further,  it 
was  in  the  direction  of  restriction,  in  that  it  made  the  article 
in  question,  which  may  be  exempt  because  ornamental,  ex- 
empt if  used  for  the  purpose  of  instructing  the  children  of  the 
family  in  music.  The  words  used  in  the  statute  are  not  words 
of  art,  nor  of  trade  having  a  technical  meaning,  and  when  used 
without  some  qualifying  word,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  there 
is  nothing  in  the  subject-matter  to  which  they  relate  which 
forbids  their  being  given  the  signification  which  the  court  be- 
low gave  to  them. 

Looking  to  the  entire  article  giving  the  exemption,  it  is  evi- 
dent that  the  legislature  did  not  intent  to  limit  the  ezemp- 
tioDs  to  such  things  as  are  necessaries  to  the  family.  It 
exempts  ^*the  family  library,  and  all  family  portraits  and 
pctures."  This  will  embrace  the  entire  collection  of  books 
beloDging  to  the  family,  without  reference  as  to  whether  they 
are  such  as  convey  information  necessary  in  the  ordinary 
affairs  of  life,  or  such  as  merely  minister  to  the  pleasure  or 
amusement  of  the  family,  or  some  of  its  members.  It  also  ex- 
empts ''one  carriage  or  buggy";  vehicles  convenient  but  not 
necessaries  in  every  family.  In  the  case  of  Tanner  v.  BiUingSf 
18  Wis.  168,  86  Am.  Dec.  755,  it  was  held  that  under  the  stat- 
utes of  Wisconsin,  exempting  property  from  execution,  a  piano 
was  not  exempt  The  statute,  it  seems,  exempted  specific 
articles  of  household  furniture,  and  then  used  the  language, 
''and  all  other  household  furniture  not  herein  enumerated,  not 
exoeeding  two  hundred  dollars  in  value." 

In  construing  the  statute,  the  court  very  properly  looked  to 
the  character  of  the  articles  of  household  furniture  specified, 
and  said:  "  The  class  of  articles  mentioned  in  the  statute  in 
immediate  connection  with  this  general  clause,  which  are 


68  AL8UP  V.  JoBDAH.  [Texao^ 

plainly  neeoMiry  for  a  family,  show  that  by  thia  claiue  the 
legislatiire  intended  to  indicate  other  articles  of  a  like  nature. 
And  the  limitation  of  the  value  to  two  hundred  dollars,  which 
is  less  than  the  usual  cost  of  a  piano,  shows  that  these  could 
not  have  had  reference  to  that  instrument" 

The  statute  of  this  state  now  in  force  places  no  limit  on  the 
value  of  the  household  and  kitchen  furniture  which  it  declares 
shall  be  exempt,  although  former  statutes  did. 

In  Riehardaon  v.  Hall,  124  Mass.  287,  the  words  ^  household 
furniture,"  used  in  a  will,  were  held  to  embrace  bionies,  stat- 
uary, and  pictures;  and  several  English  cases  are  cited  which 
held  that  these  words  embraced  articles  about  a  home  which 
are  only  ornamental.  The  matter  of  exemption  of  property 
from  forced  sale  was  deemed  by  the  people  of  this  state  so  im- 
portant  that  they  were  not  content  to  leave  the  matter  to  the 
discretion  of  the  legislature,  and  they  tberefine  placed  in  the 
constitution  the  provisioa  that  ^'tbs  legislature  shall  have 
power,  and  it  shall  be  its  duty,  to  protect,  by  law,  from  fiwoed 
sale,  a  certain  portion  of  the  personal  property  of  all  heads  of 
families,  and  also  of  munarried  adults,  mala  and  female": 
Const.,  art  16,  sec.  49. 

Whether  the  exemptions  given  go  further  than  they  ought 
to  is  for  the  consideration  of  the  legislature;  the  courts  have 
no  duty  or  power  in  such  matters  other  than  to  ^ifoice  such 
laws  as  the  legislature  may  enact;  and  in  arriving  at  the  legis- 
lative intention  as  shown  by  words  used,  the  courts  must  give 
to  such  words  the  signification  the  legislature  has  declared  it 
intended  them  to  have.  None  of  the  assignments  of  error  jn^ 
sented  show  any  reason  why  the  judgment  should  be  reversed, 
and  it  must  be  afl&rmed.         

BRsoKioini  RuscrnoH  ov  Bvidbngs  Which  could  not  Changs  Bisult 
18  No  Gbouvd  lOB  Rbtsbsal  of  Judombnt:  Kialmg  ▼.  Shato^  91  Am.  Bee. 
645;  Heynsman  ▼.  Dwrnenbergt  65  Id.  519;  and  error  in  admittiag  evidence^ 
if  the  aama  reenlt  miut  hare  been  reached  had  the  evidence  been  excUded,  is 
no  ground  for  revenal:  Qaimn  ▼.  Madigan,  82  Id.  669;  Sims  ▼.  Boynkm^  70 
Id.  540. 

Ck>ySBTUBS    PbXVENTS   BuNNIMQ    ov    StATUTB   ov  LnOTAIIONS   AOAIHir 

MiRKTiP  Woman  :  WUton  t.  TTtZsoR,  95  Am.  Dec.  194^  and  note  199;  Cbnme 
▼.  Famem,  27  Am.  Rep.  470;  Caatner  v.  Wdbrod^  25  Id.  969. 

ExBMFTiONB  — What  Thxnos  Embraobd  in  Tesm  '*Hou8bbou>  Fran* 
TVBS  **:  Montagm  y.  Rkhardwon^  63  Am.  Dec.  173;  HatweU  ▼.  ParmmM,  76  Id. 
480;  Tanner  ▼.  BUlmgs,  86  Id.  755;  Towns  v.  PraU,  66  Id.  726;  Kengon  v. 
Bahett  97  Id.  158»  and  note  161;  Rasurt  v.  HaH^  26  Am.  Rep.  772;  Freeman 
on  Exeontionfl,  sec  231.  In  Tanner  v.  BilUjigs,  supra,  the  statute  exempted 
specified  artidee  "and  all  other  household  funitore  "  not  eKoeediag 
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%  eertem  Talne,  tod  H  mm  keld  that  a  pbao  of  Um  thttt  Ihil  vi1m»  wbiob 
btloDged  to  one  wlio  wm  not  a  tcooher  of  nnuiob  wio  no!  osonpfc  thcro- 


ExncpnoH  SxATum  ought  to  bs  Libebaixt  C?oihtbu»d  In  fnrtheraaoo 
ol  the  benevolent  objects  for  which  they  were  enacted:  Stwoari  t.  Brmm,  03 
Am.  Dea  878;  OOnum  ▼.  Vfiffiam«^  76  Id.  219,  and  note;  bnt  jot  partMi 
ckianng  thoir  benefiti  moat  faring  tfaemaalTea  at  laaal  wttUn  tfie  apitit  of 
thoirproTiaioiia:  ifMcyiw  t.  Adkwrinm  68  Id.  178. 


FULLBB  V.   O'NbAL. 

[e9TtaA%Ma.) 

Ikovn.— Sais  of  Lun>  bt  Aobbt  of  TsimnB  Pahm  Ho  Tbim  v» 
PuBOHASBB  when  there  ia  nothing  on  tiie  face  of  the  troat  daad  aiBtluN> 
ising  the  tmatee  to  appoint  an  agent  to  make  the  nle  for  hioL 

Jm,  —  OmoB  OF  Tbufteb  d  Ohb  of  Ttbsoval  ComnjomttOM,  and  cannot  be 
delegated,  wileaa  atnthotity  ao  to  do  ia  ezpieady  granted  In  the  inatm- 
nmifiromwfaMh  hadariFea  hia  poweiBL  A  tmatee  ampowwed  to  aaO 
OQ  non-payment  of  the  debt  to  aaovo  which  the  tniat  la  oieatad  con  no 
more  abaent  himaelf  while  the  aale  la  going  on  than  he  can  make  it  at  a 
time  or  place  or  for  a  character  of  oonaideration  different  from  that 
anthorited  in  the  deed  of  tract 

llimoAox— Teubt  Dxn.-*-MbBsaAMn  qb  QuAjncm  nr  Bbbd  of  Tbubt 
HoT«THf  Full  Trn-ti  legal  and  eq;aitab]oi  to  the  laod,  aobject  to  the  Uatt 
ereated  hj  the  inatrameni  for  Ihia  payment  of  the  debt  it  ia  gSren  to  ae- 


Bquitf — Flbabdo.  — Lr  Aoiioir  of  TBMSBJkm  to  Tbt  Tttli;  if  I>BfBn>- 
AJKT  BAB  BoDBiBi  which  ontida  himtoxeqmre  tiio  plaintiff  to  pay  hie 
debt  before  recovmnng  ilia  pgoparty»  he  aboold  aat  them  iqp  hi  haa  an* 
awer;  and  he  ia  not  entitled  to  anoh  affirmative  raUcf  nndar  tiio  plea  of 
not  gnilty. 

Tbb8PAB8  to  try  title.    The  opinion  states  the  case. 

Leale  and  Henry f  and  KUgorej  Livdy^  and  KUgcre^  for  the 
appellant. 

J.  C.  Kearby^  and  Kearby  and  MeChetneyf  for  the  appellee. 

WiLLiSy  C.  J.  This  was  an  action  of  trespass  to  try  title, 
brought  by  Ifrs.  O'Neal  to  recover  of  Fuller  a  lot  of  ground 
and  the  improvements  thereon,  in  the  town  of  Wills  Point 
To  this  action  defendant  pleaded  a  demurrer  and  not  guilty. 
The  plaintiff  proved  title  in  herself,  and  the  defendant  at- 
tampted  to  deraign  title  from  her  and  her  husband  through  a 
deed  of  trust  executed  by  them  to  W.  A.  Williams,  to  secure 
a  debt  due  from  them  to  defendant,  and  a  sale  under  said  deed 
at  which  defendant  became  the  purchaser. 

When  the  deed  from  the  trustee  to  Fuller  was  offbred  in 
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6videD06|  it  wis  objected  to  on  the  ground  that,  hj  its  own 
recitals,  it  showed  that  the  trast  sale  was  not  made  by  the 
trustee  named  in  the  deed,  bnt  by  another  person  purporting 
to  act  as  the  agent  of  the  tmstee,  and  for  other  reasons  not 
necessary  to  mention.  The  objections  were  sustained  by  the 
court  A  judgment  having  been  rendered  for  Mrs.  O'Neal, 
the  defendant  appealed,  assigning  no  other  error  except  the 
ruling  of  the  court  upon  the  admissibility  of  the  deed.  This 
ruling  involves  the  question  as  to  whether  a  sale  by  an  agent 
appointed  by  such  a  trustee  passes  a  good  title  in  the  prop- 
erty sold  to  the  purchaser,  when  there  is  nothing  on  the  face 
of  the  trust  deed  that  authorises  the  trustee  to  appoint  an 
agent  to  make  the  sale  for  him.  There  was  no  such  author- 
ity contained  in  this  deed,  and  the  tmstee  was  absent  when 
the  sale  was  made.  The  office  of  trustee  is  one  of  personal 
confidence,  and  cannot  be  delegated,  unless  authority  so  to  do 
is  expressly  granted  in  the  instrument  from  which  he  derives 
his  powers.  The  course  marked  out  for  the  trustee  to  pursue 
must  be  strictly  followed  by  him,  for  the  method  of  enforcing 
the  collection  through  such  deeds  is  a  harsh  one. 

The  grantor  of  the  power  is  entitled  to  have  his  directions 
obeyed,  to  have  the  proper  notice  of  sale  given,  to  have  it  to 
take  place  at  the  time  and  place,  and  by  the  person  appointed 
by  him.  He  gives  these  directious  because  he  thinks  that  a 
sale  made  by  the  person  selected,  and  under  the  circumstances 
stated,  will  be  to  his  interest,  and  make  his  property  produce 
the  largest  amount  of  money.  Of  the  prescribed  conditions, 
none  is  more  important  than  that  which  requires  that  the 
trustee  shall  in  person  make  the  sale.  He  is  chosen  because 
of  the  confidence  the  grantor  has  in  his  integrity  and  discre- 
tion. The  trustee,  in  making  the  sale,  and  during  the  time 
the  property  is  under  the  hammer,  is  expected  to  protect  the 
interests  of  the  grantor,  to  see  that  no  fraud  is  practiced  detri- 
mental to  his  interests,  and  that  no  improper  bid  is  accepted, 
and  that  the  property  is  not  knocked  off  without  giving  fair 
opportunity  for  it  to  bring  its  reasonble  value.  Perhaps  the 
agent  selected  by  the  trustee  to  attend  to  this  important  mat- 
ter is  not  one  to  whom  the  grantor  himself  would  have  in- 
trusted it.  He  has  reposed  confidence  in  the  party  selected 
by  him,  and  that  confidence  cannot  be  transferred  without  his 
consent.  The  trustee  can  no  more  absent  himself  whilst  the 
sale  is  going  on  than  he  can  make  it  at  a  time  or  a  place  or 
for  a  character  of  consideration  different  from  that  authorised 
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in  the  deed.  Theee  views  are  00  well  suppprted  by  authorify 
that  it  is  unnecessary  to  further  elaborate  them:  Perry  od 
Trusts,  sees.  402,  499,  602  m,  602  x,  779,  780;  Oraham  ▼. 
King,  60  Mo.  22;  11  Am.  Rep.  401 ;  Bales  y.  Perry,  51  Mo.  451; 
Hill  on  Trustees,  175;  PomU  v.  Tuttley  3  N.  Y.  896. 

The  act  thus  performed  is  not  merely  ministerial,  such  as 
is  performed  by  a  crier  when  the  trustee  is  present  directing 
and  superintending  the  sale,  but  it  requires  an  exercise  of 
judgment  and  discretion  in  the  matters  mentioned|  as  well  as 
in  others.  The  failure  to  perform  it  is  not  such  a  defect  in 
the  execution  of  a  power  as  will  be  aided  by  a  court  of  equity. 
A  court  of  equity  will  hardly  interfere,  in  case  of  a  trost  cre- 
ated for  the  purpose  of  securing  a  debt,  to  assist  the  trustee  in 
executing  the  powers  conferred  upon  him,  in  a  manner  sub- 
stantially and  materially  different  from  the  mode  prescribed 
by  the  grantor,  and  when  his  failure  to  obey  the  wishes  of  the 
grantor  might  have  resulted  in  injury  to  the  latter.  The 
power  was  not,  in  this  respect,  directory,  but  of  the  strictest 
character,  and  can  be  exercised  only  under  the  drcumstancet 
prescribed  in  the  instrument  by  which  it  is  created. 

It  is  said  that  the  present  instrument  does  not  positively 
prescribe  that  the  sale  shall  be  made  by  Williams  in  person. 
No  other  meaning  can  be  drawn  from  its  language.  It  says 
that  he  shall  advertise  the  sale  to  take  place  in  the  town  of 
Wills  Point,  and  shall  execute  deeds  to  the  purchasers.  No 
one  else  is  authorized  to  make  the  sale.  Williams  is  the  only 
person  who  is  clothed  with  any  powers  whatever  in  reference 
to  the  sale  of  the  property,  and  it  is  clearly  contemplated  that 
he  shall  execute  them. 

It  is  also  claimed  that  the  legal  title  to  the  property  was, 
by  the  deed,  vested  in  WiUiams,  and  that  Mrs.  O'Neal's  rem* 
edy  is  in  equity,  and  that  she  cannot  recover  without  doing 
equity  by  tendering  the  debt  secured  by  the  deed  of  trust. 

It  is  now  well  settled  by  our  decisions  that  the  mortgagor 
or  grantor  of  a  trust  like  the  present  holds  the  title  to  the 
land,  i.  e.,  the  full  title,  legal  and  equitable,  subject  to  the 
lien  created  by  the  instrument  for  the  payment  of  the  debt  it 
is  given  to  redeem.  It  is  not  an  open  question,  and  need  not 
be  discussed:  Duty  v.  Oraham,  12  Tex.  427;  62  Am.  Dec.  534; 
IftOs  V.  IVaylor,  80  Tex.  11.  If,  however,  the  appellant  had 
equities  which  entitled  him  to  require  the  plaintiff  to  pay  his 
debt  before  recovering  the  property,  he  should  have  set  them 
up  in  his  answer.    He  was  not  entitled  to  such  affirmative 
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relief  ooder  the  plea  of  not  guilty.  Under  this  plea,  a  de- 
fendant may  intiodaoe  anything  applicaUe  to  the  action  of 
treepasB  to  try  title  to  defeat  the  title  of  hie  adversary;  hot 
'^if  he  wishes  to  assert  an  independent,  equitable  right,  not 
involyed  in  the  issue  as  to  title  directly  in  controversy,  he 
should  present  the  facts  by  proper  aTerments '';  Ayr6$  t.  Ds- 
prey,  27  Tex.  604;  86  Am.  Deo.  657;  Rippetoe  v.  Dwysr,  4B  Tbx. 
506. 

To  ask  that  the  plaintiff  be  required  to  pay  the  debt  which 
purported  to  be  extinguished  by  the  trust  sale  was  to  invoke 
the  equitable  power  of  the  court  for  the  relief  of  defendant 
This  could  be  done  in  an  action  of  trespass  to  try  title  under 
our  system  of  procedure,  but  not  under  the  plea  of  not  guilty, 
as  it  did  not  defeat  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  recover,  but 
admitted  it,  subject  to  the  adjustment  of  equities  between  the 
parties.  It  is  unlike  the  case  of  a  mortgagor  who  seeks  to 
recover  property  of  the  mortgagee  rightfully  in  possessioii 
under  a  deed  absolute  upon  its  fiEU)e.  Then  the  burden  of 
showing  payment  of  the  debt  is  upon  the  plaintiff,  and  he 
must  do  so  as  against  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  as  under  that 
plea  the  defendant  has  shown  an  apparently  good  title.  Here 
the  defendant  sets  up  a  deed  void  upon  its  face,  which  does 
not  defeat  the  action,  and  does  not  entitle  him  to  possession, 
and  has  no  right  to  relief  on  the  face  of  his  title  proper,  and 
can  obtain  it  only  by  a  prayer  that  the  plaintiff  be  required 
to  pay  his  debt  before  recovering  the  property.  We  think 
that,  in  the  state  of  the  pleading,  the  deed  was  correctly  ruled 
out,  and  the  judgment  is  affirmed. 


XaxTsnui  AocsniNG  Tbubt  vpoir  Tbbxs  asd  OoBNTstma  OtBBAXDra  It 
bttv*  no  power  to  alter,  ehmagp,  or  dispeoM  with  thoee  terms  and  oonditiont: 
VatmU  V.  i?oM^  S6  Am.  Dec  270;  HmU  v.  Towiuhmd,  100  Id.  63. 

Trustu  Who  Sslls  uin>BB  Powir  must  etriotly  parsae  the  termi  of  the 
^natmment:  Powenr,  Keuekhqf,  97  Am.  Dec  281,  and  note.  He  cannot  dele- 
.Itato  his  power  to  another,  except  it  be  to  perform  the  mechanical  parta  of  the 
«Ue,  aa  to  adjertiae,  or  act  aa  auctioneer,  etc:  GWetpier.  amith,  81  Id.  328. 
Whew  a  deed  of  trnat  anthoriaed  a  tmatee,  "or  hialegalf«preaentatiye,''to 
•eu  the  property  conreyed  by  the  deed  on  def aolt  of  payment  of  the  debti 

•amujttato  of  the  troatee,  bnt  only  by  hia  aucoeaaor  in  th^  Wanudt 

r.  i^tmdca,  22  Am.  Rep.  88. 

^^^J^^OT  GuiOT  nr  Aonoir  of  Tshpabb  to  TaTTnuiadaitBcnlr 
•<67.       ^^  ••  •^  •PPlwW*  to  that  aotton:  ilyiw  t.  Diyivy,  SS  Am.  Dm 
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Morrison  v.  Iksubance  Go.  of  North  Ambbioa. 

Imnuma.  —  Holdib  or  Imsubahcb  Pouor  b  Chamomakm  warn  Emowu 
■DOS  OF  ns  CoimmB,  in  tiie  mbMBoe  of  Cnad*  mimfii— ilttiiii,  or 
ooncwJinont^  whon  ho  htm  an  opportunity  to  oimmino  it  bofbro  Moepi* 


Ibl— Plba»eiio  HI  Wbioh  Pabtt  Bmmkb  to  Ezodbi  HimiWir  novOBU- 
(unox  to  eomply  with  the  tenns  of  an  iniaranoe  polioy,  on  tho  ground 
of  ignoianoe  of  its  coDtenti,  bat  not  ailing  frand,  mimpreMntation, 
or  eonooalment^  ia  bad  on  special  ozo^tion. 

Ib^  —  AoBwr.  — LmnuHos  CoHPAirr  b  Cbmmobamm  warn  KxcrniMtfom 
or  BvxET  Fact  of  which  ita  general  ag«nt  hae  knowledge^  and  when 
the  company  fails  promptly  to  repudiate  the  acta  of  sooh  agents  it  wiU 
be  hdd  to  have  ratified  them,  or  to  be  estopped  by  its  silenoe  when  it 
ODght  to  have  spoken. 

Inb— BKMiinuiicB.  —  Alihouoh  F0UOT  or  IvsiTmASCB  Pbotoim  that  it 
shall  be  noil  and  void  nnless  oonnteraigned  by  the  company's  genenJ 
i^^BU^  having  power  to  **  issae  and  cancel  poUoias  for  it^  make  renewals 
and  indorsements  of  other  insurance  when  necessaiy,**  and  also  that  the 
procoring  of  other  insurance  on  the  property,  "  not  made  known  to  this 
company,  and  coDsented  to  hereon,"  will  aroid  the  poUoy,  yet  if  other 
imumuice  was  obtained,  and  such  agent  when  informed  thereof  made  no 
objection^  but  promised  to  indorse  his  consent  on  the  poliqr,  and  after- 
wards made  a  written  memorandum  for  renewal,  with  such  remsurance 
embodied  therein,  but  did  not  indorse  it  on  the  pdioy,  the  company  wiU 
be  bound  by  its  ac<iuiesoence  in  such  acts  of  its  agent;  and  this  is  so^ 
atthooj^  the  policy  stipulates  that  "agents  of  this  company  haTs  no 
aatiiorily  to  bind  the  company  in  violation  of  any  of  the  printed  terms 
cr  oonditians  of  insurance,  as  herein  expressed;  and  no  printed  or  writ- 
ten condition  or  restriction  hereof,  which  by  its  terms  may  be  subject  to 
waiver,  shaO  be  deemed  to  have  been  waived,  except  by  a  distinct^  spe- 
mSe  agreement^  clearly  expreosed  in  the  body  of  the  policy.**  Any  con* 
dition  in  the  policy  which,  under  its  terms,  might  have  been  waived  in 
the  body  thereof  and  not  otherwise,  must  be  deduoed,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  this  stipulation,  a  condition  or  restriction  "subject  to  waiver," 
and  to  suoh  only  does  the  stipulation  apply. 

OoHTRsov.  — Omb  Who  has  Aovmmd  that  Em  will  Omlt  OoirauoT  bt 
WBimio  in  a  certain  way  does  not  thereby  prednde  hiaaalf  from  mak- 
ing a  parol  bargain  to  change  itb  There  can  be  no  more  force  in  an 
sgrsement  in  writing  not  to  agree  by  perol  than  in  a  parol  agreement 
not  to  agtee  in  writing,  and  every  such  agreement  is  ended  by  the  new 
cne  which  centradiots  it. 

PtiABZHo.  — Plbadoto  BBOOTiD  Statb  Faod^  and  the  awasnts  of  logal 
otmcluaiQni^  drawn  from  the  facts  stated,  an  in  no  wnjaeosesary  to  the 
full  preeentatlcn  of  the  right  claimed^  and  are  properly  stricken  ont  on 
motion. 

Action  by  A.  M.  and  Dan  MorriBon  againBt  the  Inanranoe 
Company  <^  North  America,  on  a  fire  policy  for  the  enm  of 
flfteen  hundred  dollars.    The  material  facts  aj^ar  in  the 
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opinion.    Verdict  and  judgment  for  the  defendant^  and  the 
plaintiflb  appealed. 

Edward$  and  Fear^  for  the  plaintiffii  in  error. 
Gf.  O.  Oroee^  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

STATToVy  J.  Every  policy-holder,  in  the  abeenoe  of  fraud, 
misrepreBentation,  or  concealment,  must  be  held  to  have 
knowledge  of  the  contents  of  the  policy  when  he  has  oppor- 
tunity to  examine  it  before  he  accepts  it.  To  the  pleading  in 
which  the  appellants  sought  to  excuse  themselves  from  obli- 
gation to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  policy,  on  the  ground 
that  they  were  ignorant  of  its  contents,  not  alleging  fraud, 
misrepresentation,  or  concealment,  exceptions  were  properly 
sustained.  The  printed  terms  and  conditions  embodied  in  tli^ 
policy  were  in  very  fine  print,  but  from  the  fac-simile  found  in 
the  transcript  it  appears  that  they  were  legible,  and  it  would 
be  holding  a  very  dangerous  rule  to  assert  that  a  party  may 
be  excused  from  being  held  to  have  knowledge  of  a  contract 
to  which  he  is  a  party,  and  under  which  he  claims  rights,  by 
the  fact  that  the  instrument  including  the  contract  is  difl9cult 
to  read. 

Every  person  having  capacity  to  make  a  contract,  in  the 
absence  of  fraud,  misrepresentation,  or  concealment,  must  be 
held  to  have  known  what  the  words  used  in  a  contract  made 
by  him  were,  and  to  have  known  their  meaning;  and  he  must 
also  be  held  to  have  known  and  fully  comprehended  the  legal 
effect  of  the  contract  which  the  words  used  made.  Contracts 
for  insurance  do  not  furnish  exceptions  to  these  rules. 

The  appellants,  by  their  pleadings,  undertook  to  declare  the 
legal  effect  of  certain  provisions  in  the  policy  sued  upmif 
making  a  fac-simile  of  the  policy  a  part  of  the  pleading,  and 
the  court  sustained  an  exception  to  so  much  of  it.  In  this 
there  was  no  error,  for  the  pleadings  of  parties  should  state 
facts,  and  the  averments  of  legal  conclusions,  drawn  from  the 
facts  stated,  are  in  no  manner  necessary  to  the  full  presenta- 
tion  of  the  right  claimed. 

The  third  section  of  the  printed  part  of  the  policy  contained 
the  following  provision:  ^'The  procuring  of  insurance  on  said 
property  for  more  than  its  cash  value,  or  the  having  of  other 
insurance  thereon,  or  any  part  thereof,  valid  or  invalid,  prior 
or  subsequent,  not  made  known  to  this  company,  and  con- 
sented to  hereon,  will  render  this  policy  null  and  void."   The 
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contract  for  infiurauoe  was  made  through  one  McCarty,  th» 
agent  of  the  company  at  Ennis,  Texas,  and  the  policy^  which, 
was  signed  by  the  president  and  secretary  of  the  company  and 
by  McCarty,  provided  ''that  this  policy  shall  not  be  valid! 
unless  countersigned  by  said  company's  duly  authorized  agent 
at  Ennis,  Texas." 

This  agent  of  appellee  was  shown  to  have  and  exercise  power 
to  ''issue  and  cancel  policies  for  it,  make  renewals  and  in- 
dorsements of  other  insurance  when  necessary,  and  collect 
premiums."  The  appellee  is  a  corporation,  resident  in  th» 
state  of  Pennsylvania,  and  incorporated  under  its  laws.  Bucb 
an  agent  was  a  general  agent,  whose  knowledge  was  th» 
knowledge  of  the  company  whose  agent  he  was,  and  by  whose 
acts,  within  the  scope  of  his  powers,  his  principal  would  bet 
bound. 

After  the  policy  was  issued,  the  appellants,  without  the 
previous  consent  of  the  agent,  or  any  other  person  authorized 
to  give  the  consent  of  the  appellee,  obtained  insurance  on  the 
property  covered  by  the  policy  in  question.  The  defense  wa» 
that  this  subsequent  insurance,  obtained  without  the  consent 
of  the  company,  evidenced  by  an  indorsement  on  the  policy,, 
rendered  it  null.  The  appellants  pleaded,  and  offered  to  prove 
that  A.  M.  Morrison,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  immediately  in- 
formed McCarty,  defendant's  agent,  of  the  "other  insurance"' 
complained  of;  that  he  made  no  objection  thereto,  but  prom- 
ised  at  his  earliest  convenience  to  indorse  such  '*  other  insur- 
ance" on  the  policy;  that  the  notice  was  given  for  the  purpose 
of  procuring  such  indorsement;  that  plaintiffs  relied  on  said 
agent's  promise,  and  believed  that  he  would  perform  every 
duty  necessary  for  their  protection;  that  afterwards,  and  just 
before  their  loss,  McCarty  arranged  with  them  to  renew  the 
policy  at  its  expiration,  after  being  again  informed  of  the 
amount  of  insurance  they  were  carrying  and  the  value  of  their 
stock;  that  he  insisted  upon  making  renewal;  that  he  made 
a  memorandum  of  the  renewal  in  writing,  but  not  on  the 
policy;  that  he  did  not  object  to  the  amount  of  insurance  car- 
ried by  plaintiffs  on  their  stock,  but  was  eager  to  renew  the 
policy  at  its  expiration;  that  from  McCarty 's  conduct  they 
believed  their  policy  to  be  in  force  up  to  the  time  of  the  loss. 

The  policy  having  been  made  an  exhibit  to  the  appellant'» 
pleadings,  the  court  sustained  an  exception  to  so  much  of  the 
pleadings  as  set  up  those  matters,  on  the  ground  that  no  con- 
sent of  the  agent  to  subsequent  insurance,  under  the  terms  of 

Am.  St.  Rkp.,  Vol.  V.  —  6 
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the  polioji  oonld  be  Bhown  otherwise  than  by  an  indorsement 
upon  it.  The  appellants  filed  a  trial  amendment,  in  which 
they  alleged  that  the  agent,  since  the  policy  issued,  had  been 
(iven  other  power  than  such  as  the  policy  gave,  and  that  un- 
-der  this  the  acts  of  the  agent  pleaded  would  bind  the  company. 
There  was  no  evidence,  however,  offered  to  sustain  this  last 
pleading,  and  because  of  this,  the  evidence  above  refened  to 
was  excluded,  and  the  court  directed  the  jury  to  return  a  ver- 
^ct  for  the  defendant.  Under  the  provision  of  his  policy 
which  we  have  set  out,  and  the  evidence  showing  the  nature 
«f  the  agency  of  McCarty,  if  nothing  further  affecting  the 
power  of  the  agent  was  contained  in  the  policy,  the  case  of 
Crescent  Ins.  Co,  v.  Oriffin  and  Shookj  59  Tex.  509,  would  be 
conclusive  of  the  liability  of  the  appellee  under  the  facts  al- 
leged and  proposed  to  be  proved.  We  see  no  reason  to  doubt 
the  correctness  of  the  decision  made  in  that  case,  which  is  well 
sustained  by  the  cases  therein  cited,  as  well  as  by  the  follow- 
ing: American  Central  Ins,  Co.  v.  McCrea^  8  Lea,  518;  41  Am. 
Rep.  647;  Carrugi  v.  Atlantic  Fire  Ins.  Co.y  40  Ga.  140;  2  AnL 
Rep.  567;  Piedmont  and  Arlington  Ins.  Co.  v.  Young,  68  Ala. 
476;  29  Am.  Rep.  770;  Pierce  v.  Nashua  Fire  Ins.  Co.j  50 
N.  H.  297;  9  Am.  Rep.  235;  Cans  v.  St.  Paul  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.j 
43  Wis.  Ill;  28  Am.  Rep.  535;  WestchesUr  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Earle^  83  Mich.  143;  Planters^  Mutual  Ins.  Co.  v.  Lyons^  38 
Tex.  253;  New  Orleans  Ins.  Ass^n  v.  Oriffi/n  and  Shooh^  66  Id. 
232. 

The  poUcy,  however,  in  its  sixth  printed  section,  contains, 
smong  many  other  declarations,  the  following:  '^Agents  of 
this  company  have  no  authority  to  bind  the  company  in  vio- 
lation of  any  of  the  printed  terms  or  conditions  of  insurance 
as  herein  expressed;  and  no  printed  or  written  condition  or  re- 
striction hereof,  which  by  its  terms  may  be  subject  to  waiver, 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  waived,  except  by  a  distinct,  spe- 
cific agreement,  clearly  expressed  in  the  body  of  the  policy." 

It  is  insisted  that,  under  this,  no  act  of  the  agent  looking  to 
consent  or  acquiescing  in  subsequent  insurance  could  bind  the 
company  unless  he  indorsed  his  consent  on  the  policy.  The 
true  construction  of  the  provision  in  the  policy  last  quoted  is 
not  entirely  clear.  It  recognizes  the  fact  that  there  are  terms 
and  conditions  in  the  policy  which  may  be  waived,  and  others 
which  may  not  be.  It  further  recognizes  the  fact  that  such 
conditions  as  are  therein  referred  to  which  may  be  waived  are 
^uch  as  must  be  waived,  if  waived  at  all,  by  an  agreement 
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entered  into  at  the  time  the  policy  is  executed;  for  it  provides 
that  sach  conditions  or  restrictions  as  are  sntgeot  to  waiver 
oan  be  waived  only  by  a  specific  agreement,  clearly  expressed 
m  Ihe  body  of  the  policy. 

By  the  body  of  the  policy,  we  understand  to  be  meant  the 
entire  fiace  of  the  policy  in  its  orderly  arrangement  existing  at 
the  time  it  is  delivered.  Looking  to  the  entire  policy,  and 
espedaUy  to  that  part  of  its  third  printed  section  which  we 
have  quoted,  it  could  not  be  claimed  that  it  was  intended  that 
the  consent  to  subsequent  insurance  must  enter  into  the  body 
of  the  policy,  for  it  provides  that  this  consent  may  be  given 
by  indorsement  made  on  the  policy.  If,  however,  the  insured 
desired  to  have  the  right  to  obtain  subsequent  insurance  with- 
out the  consent  of  some  one  authorized  to  give  it  after  the 
policy  issued,  then,  under  the  sixth  section,  it  would  be  neces- 
sary that  this  should  be  provided  for  in  the  face  of  the  policy. 

That  this  and  like  waivers  to  be  made  before  or  at  the  time 
the  policy  issued  were  what  was  intended  is  evidenced  by  the 
&ct  that  the  policy  in  question,  as  we  understand  it,  on  its  face 
gave  to  the  insured  the  right  to  obtain  additional  concurrent 
insurance  to  the  amount  of  five  thousand  dollars  without  fur- 
ther consent. 

Any  condition  in  the  policy  which,  under  its  terms,  might 
have  been  waived  in  the  body  thereof  and  not  otherwise,  must 
be  deemed,  within  the  meaning  of  the  sixth  section,  a  condi- 
ti<Mi  or  restriction  ^'  subject  to  waiver '';  and  to  such  only,  we 
are  of  the  opinion,  has  so  much  of  the  sixth  section  as  we  have 
qnoted  any  application.  The  first  and  third  subdivisions  of 
section  3  embrace  many  acts  or  matters  which  it  is  declared 
shall  operate  a  forfeiture  of  rights  under  the  policy,  unless  an 
express  agreement  to  the  contrary  be  made  in  the  body  of  the 
policy,  while  the  second  subdivision  of  the  same  section,  as 
well  as  the  third  subdivision,  embrace  many  matters  and  acts 
permissive,  if  consent  to  their  doing  be  given  by  indorsement 
on  the  policy. 

The  authority  of  the  agent,  McCarty,  to  have  bound  the  ap- 
pellee by  indorsing  consent  to  subsequent  insurance  is  not 
questioned,  and  the  sole  ground  on  which  liability  is  denied 
is,  that  although  he  may  have  consented,  he  did  not  evidence 
his  consent  by  an  indorsement  on  the  policy.  A  provision  in 
a  policy  which  declares  that  '^  the  procuring  of  insurance  on 
Bsid  property  for  more  than  its  cash  value,  or  the  having  of 
other  insurance  thereon,  or  any  part  thereof,  valid  or  invalid. 
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prior  or  subsequent^  not  made  known  to  this  company  and 
consented  to  hereon,  ....  will,  under  this  pdicy,  be  null 
and  Toid,"  is,  in  effect,  but  a  provision  that  the  person  who 
has  power  to  give  consent  must  evidence  this  in  the  maimer 
prescribed.  The  cases  cited  show  that  consenti  not  indorsed 
by  writing  on  or  in  a  policy  containing  such  a  claim,  will  bind 
the  company,  when  established,  as  fully  as  would  the  written 
consent,  when  acted  and  relied  upon  by  the  insured. 

A  provision  that  an  agent  shall  not  have  power  to  evidence 
his  consent  to  subsequent  insurance,  except  by  a  writing  on 
the  policy,  he  having  the  power  to  give  the  consent  of  the  com- 
pany, it  would  seem  would  no  more  make  it  imperative  that  the 
agent  should  give  consent,  if  at  all,  in  the  manner  prescribed, 
than  does  a  general  declaration  declaring  a  forfeiture  of  all 
rights  under  a  policy  on  account  of  named  acts,  unless  the 
consent  of  the  agent  is  given  thereto  by  a  writing  upon  the 
policy;  and,  therefore,  no  greater  effect  should  be  given  to 
the  first  clause  of  that  part  of  section  6  quoted,  if  it  be  applica- 
ble to  consent  to  subsequent  insurance,  than  should  be  given 
to  that  part  of  section  3  above  set  out  The  ground  on  which 
insurance  companies,  under  policies  like  that  before  us,  are 
held  liable  for  the  acts  of  their  agents  done  in  the  exercise  of 
lawful  power,  but  not  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  policy, 
is  that  the  agent  represents  the  company,  and  through  him 
they  have  knowledge  of  every  fact  of  which  their  agents  have 
knowledge,  and  by  failure  promptly  to  repudiate  their  acts, 
are  held  to  ratify  them,  or  to  be  estopped  by  their  silence 
when  they  ought  to  have  spoken.  If  the  facts  existed  as  ap- 
pellants proposed  to  prove  them,  application  for  consent  to 
subsequent  insurance  was  made  to  the  agent  who  had  power 
to  give  it.  This  the  company  must  be  held  to  have  known. 
He  gave  consent,  but  not  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  the 
policy.    This  the  company  must  also  be  held  to  have  known. 

Subsequent  insurance  did  not  ipso  facto  annul  the  policy, 
but  the  company  might  elect  to  give  it  that  effect,  or  might 
waive  it.  Having  knowledge  of  the  facts,  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  company  to  manifest  its  intention  as  to  this  promptly, 
and  having  failed  to  do  so,  it  ought  to  be  held  to  have  waived 
the  right  to  treat  the  policy  as  null,  when  it  knew  that  by  the 
act  of  its  own  agent  the  insured  had  been  led  to  believe  that 
the  policy  was  in  full  force.  It  is  not  so  much  by  force  of  the 
fact  that  the  agent  gave  a  verbal  consent  to  the  subsequent 
insurance  that  the  appellee  should  be  held  bound,  as  because 
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the  company  itself  must  be  held,  having  knowledge  of  what  he 
had  done,  to  ha^e  ratified  the  consent  given  by  him,  though 
it  may  not  have  been  given  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the 
policy.  If  the  policy  limited  the  power  of  the  agent,  it  im- 
posed  no  limitations  on  the  power  of  the  company  itself,  and, 
as  said  by  the  supreme  court  of  Michigan,  in  considering  a 
provision  in  a  policy  similar  to  those  found  in  the  policy  be- 
fore us:  "The  condition  literally  applied  would  prevent  any 
unindorsed  consent  by  the  company  itself,  by  instruction  of 
its  board,  or  by  act  of  its  officers,  as  e£fectually  as  by  any  one 
elf^e.  And  the  case  seems  to  settle  down  to  the  simple  ques- 
tion whether  a  person,  who  has  agreed  that  he  will  only 
contract  by  writing  in  a  certain  way,  precludes  himself  from 
making  a  parol  bargain  to  change  it.  The  answer  is  mani- 
fest.  A  written  bargain  is  of  no  higher  legal  degree  than 
a  parol  one.  Either  may  vary  or  discharge  the  other,  and 
there  can  be  no  more  force  in  an  agreement  in  writing  not  to 
agree  by  parol  than  in  a  parol  agreement  not  to  agree  in  writ- 
ing. Every  such  agreement  is  ended  by  the  new  one  which 
contradicts  it":  We8Uhe$Ur  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Earle,  33  Mich. 
163;  American  Central  Ins.  Co.  y.  MeCrea^  1  Lea,  624;  41  Am. 
Rep.  647. 

This  finds  application  in  contracts  to  be  implied  from  silence 
where  the  party  to  the  contract  ought  to  have  spoken,  as  well 
as  in  express  contracts.  What  the  agent  of  the  appellee  did 
was  within  the  scope  of  his  powers,  even  if  the  manner  in 
which  he  exercised  those  powers  was  not  that  pointed  out  by 
the  policy;  and  the  latter  fact  cannot  relieve  the  appellee 
from  notice  of  all  the  facts  known  to  its  agent.  We  may  say, 
under  the  facts  the  appellants  proposed  to  prove,  as  was  said 
by  the  court  of  appeals  of  New  York  in  a  case  inoluding  a 
like  question:  ^'  We  are  also  of  the  opinion  that  the  defand- 
ant  was  bound  on  receipt  of  the  notice  of  [the  subsequent 
insurance]  to  immediately  repudiate  the  act  of  the  agent  in 
giving  such  consent  if  it  supposed  he  had  acted  without  au- 
thority, or  it  must  be  held  liable  for  the  power  he  assumed  to 
possess,  upon  the  ground  that  it  has  acquiesced  therein  and 
authorixed  the  plaintifi"  to  rely  thereon.  It  had  no  right  to 
remain  silent  and  suffer  the  insured  to  lay  by  and  forego 
other  insurance  upon  his  property,  and  subject  him  to  the 
hazard  of  eventual  loss  upon  the  assumption,  which  he  was 
authorized  from  its  silence  to  indulge,  that  the  act  of  the 
agent  was  approved  by  it,  and  that  there  still  remained  in 
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him,  noiwithetanding  [the  Babeeqaent  insuranoe]  a  Talid  in- 
anranoe  upon  his  property '':  Benninghoff  v.  Im.  Co^  08  N.  T. 
503. 

The  court  below  erred  in  suBtaining  the  exception  to  appel- 
lant's supplemental  petition,  and  in  excluding  the  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  the  agent  was  notified  of  subsequent  in- 
surance, and  agreed  to  the  same,  and  promised  to  indorse  hia 
consent  on  the  policy,  as  well  as  the  other  evidence  offered  in 
immediate  connection  with  these  matters.  We  are  of  opinion, 
however,  that  the  appellee  did  not  waive  any  right  it  may 
have  by  the  objections  made  to  the  proof  of  loss,  for  in  the 
first  communication  made  to  the  applicants,  in  regard  to  the 
loss,  the  objection  of  subsequent  insurance  in  excess  of  that 
allowed  by  the  appellee  was  urged,  and  there  is  nothing  in 
that  communication  which  evidences  an  intention  of  the  in- 
surance company  to  waive  any  right  it  then  had. 

For  the  reasons  stated,  the  judgment  of  the  court  below 
will  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 

OsNnuL  AaiHT  of  Fibb  iNsoaAirci  Cqmpaht  has  Powia  to  wmhro  eon* 
flittoDB  in  tiiepolioj  inserted  for  the  benefit  of  the  oompany:  Kruger  t.  Wettem 
Flirt  Im,  C».»  1  Am.  8t  Bep.  42;  and  note. 

Opbh  Poudt  or  Imnnuvca  mat  bb  MoDifiBD  bt  Subsbqubht  Pabol 
AQBMMMMSTp  altfaoogh  tfao  poUqrpronded  that  no  conditJon  alumld  be  waived 
except  bj  specifio  indonement  on  the  polioy:  Daif  ▼.  Inturanee  Co,,  57  Am. 
Rep.  418. 

iNsuaABCB.  ^finpuLATioir  IK  PouoT  AGAnrsr  Othbb  Iiisdbaho%  Fto* 
lOT  AvoiDBD  lOB  ViOLATioB  OF:  ffovoiB  T.  BoMB  /m,  Co,,  00  An.  Bep^ 
689;  and  aee  fittfcMeon  t.  Wutem  Ins,  Co.,  64  Anu  Deo.  218;  and  note  on 
this  sabjeot  821;  Ami  ▼.  Imnrance  AuodoOkm,  43  Am.  Bep.  210;  and  note 
221. 

IVBUBABOB.— AoBRT'S  KhOWLBDOB,  WHBB  ATTBnUTABLB TO  PsiNOIFALt 

BmdT.FwrhFlflm,  Cbi,  62Am.  Deo.  710,  and  note  722;  723. 

Flbahiho.  —  Auooaxiob  of  Dorr  ob  Liabilixt  d  of  No  Atah*  mi* 
kM  the  facta  neoeaeaiy  to  nuae  it  are  atatedt  McOum  t.  NorwUk  OUif  €hm 
Co.,  79  Am.  Deo.  278;  Btwhonr.  KtwEamn,  01  Id.  718. 
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Etanb  V.  Tbmplbton. 

RBeoTBAnov.  —  Objkjt  of  RBOoxonio  Died  n  to  Onm  Kofm  10 
Gbedxtobs  and  aabaeqneiit  pnrdhaaen  from  tlie  gnntor  of  the  gOHitee't 
title,  and,  except  as  to  the  matter  of  notioe,  an  imreootded  title  ia  aa 
good  aa  if  recorded. 

fiOVA  FiDK  PITBCHA8XB.  —  PVUCHABKK  WhO  BvTB  HT  IgV OBAHd  OF  PUOE 

UsxaooBDiD  DxBD^  not  baTing  paid  the  pnrohaae»mopey  in  fall,  ia 
not  a  bonajide  purchaaer,  and  can  daim  no  equity  arising  from  the 
alleged  negligence  of  the  prior  pnrchaser  in  failing,  after  the  destrootioB 
of  hiadeed  and  the  records  of  the  coanty,  to  hare  his  title  established 
sad  his  eonfeyance  again  recorded. 

Auvjutn  PoflSBBioir,  Natubs  of,  to  8xt  nr  Qpxbazioit  Beatotb  of 
Ldotaxiohb.  -— One  who  aeUs  a  lot  to  be  used  as  eity  property^  which 
at  the  time  is  indcaed  in  a  field,  cannot  snoosaafiilly  aet  np  the  stateta 
of  limitations  against  the  grantee  merely  becanse  the  latter  faOa  to  take 
actoal  possession,  and  permits  it  to  remain  in  the  original  indosnre.  Te 
mske  tiie  plea  of  limitation  effoetnal  in  snch  case,  the  Tender  must  show 
some  notorious  act  of  ownership  over  the  property  dirtinetlj  hostile  ta 
the  daim  of  the  grantee. 

Id.— To  Reztdbb  Possissioh  Adysbs^  it  mnst  not  only  be  aotnaly  baft 
also  visible,  continnoos,  notorious,  distinct^  and  hostils^  and  of  sodi  a 
chaneter  as  to  indicate  nnmistakably  an  assertion  of  daim  of  exdnsif* 
owDsndiip  in  the  ooospant* 

C.  C.  CummingBy  for  the  appellant 
C.  M.  TemfleUm,  for  the  appellee. 

Gaiiib8^  J.  Appellee  brought  this  suit  in  the  court  below 
against  ajqpellant  and  B.  B.  Brown,  alleging  in  his  petition 
that  in  1878  the  former  conveyed  to  him  a  certain  lot  in  the 
city  of  Fort  Worth;  that  afterwards,  in  1884,  he  again  sold 
and  conveyed  the  property  to  his  co-defendant  Brown;  that 
his  deed,  duly  acknowledged,  was  deposited  for  record  in  the 
o£Bce  of  the  county  derk  of  Tarrant  County,  and  together  with 
the  court-house  of  that  county  was  destroyed  by  Are  in  1876. 
It  was  also  averred  that  the  lot  in  controversy  was  sold  and 
oQDveyed  to  Brown,  in  connection  with  another  lot  adjacent 
thereto^  of  the  same  siie  and  value,  for  the  consideration  of 
12,000,  of  which  Brown  had  paid,  including  interest,  only  the 
Bum  of  I660L  It  was  further  alleged  that  if  plaintiff  was  mis- 
taken as  to  the  exact  locality  of  the  lot  sold  to  him,  then  it 
was  a  lot  of  the  same  dimensions,  the  east  boundary  of  which 
lies  one  hundred  feet  farther  west  than  that  of  the  lot  he  first 
described,  and  that  the  east  half  of  this  was  embraced  in  the 
land  sold  to  Brown.  Plaintiff  prayed  for  a  recovery  of  the 
land  so  conveyed  to  bim,  and  if  this  could  not  1>e  had,  then 
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that  he  have  judgment  against  defendant  Evans  for  its  value. 
Defendant  Evans  pleaded  a  general  denial,  and  the  statute  of 
limitations  of  two,  three,  five,  and  ten  years.  Defendant 
Brown  answered  specially,  admitting  the  purchase  of  the  two 
lots  of  his  co-defendant,  and  the  conveyance  of  them  to  him 
upon  the  terms  alleged  in  the  petition,  and  that  he  had  paid 
of  the  purchase-money  only  the  amount  therein  set  forth. 
He  prayed  that  in  the  event  the  court  found  plaintiff  entitled 
to  recover  the  land  claimed  in  his  petition,  that  he  should 
bave  a  judgment  against  his  co-defendant,  canceling  his  un- 
paid notes,  and  ordering  that  they  be  delivered  up  to  him. 

The  case  was  submitted  to  the  jury  upon  special  issues,  and 
they  found,  in  substance,  that  defendant  Evans  did  convey  to 
plaintiff  the  lot  first  described  in  his  petition;  that  Evans  sub- 
sequently sold  it  to  Brown  on  a  credit  of  $2,000,  of  which  only 
^560  had  been  paid,  and  that  plaintiff's  lot  and  the  other  lot 
conveyed  to  Brown  were  of  the  value  of  $1,000  dollars  each  at 
the  date  of  the  sale  to  Brown  and  at  the  time  of  the  trial.  A 
judgment  was  accordingly  rendered  for  plaintiff  for  the  recov- 
ery of  the  lot  described  in  his  petition  and  in  the  verdict  as 
against  both  defendants,  and  a  decree  entered  that,  when  de- 
fendant Brown  should  pay  his  co-defendant  a  sufficient  sum 
to  bring  his  payments  up  to  one  thousand  dollars  and  the  in- 
terest thereon  from  the  date  of  his  notes,  the  notes  should  be 
extinguished,  and  that  defendant  Evans  be  enjoined  from 
transferring  said  notes.  From  this  judgment  Evans  appeals 
«s  against  the  plaintiff,  but  not  against  his  co-defendant. 
Defendant  Brown  acquiesces  in  the  result. 

The  second  and  third  assignments  of  error  complain  of  the 
refusal  of  the  court  to  give  charges  asked  by  aj^Uant.    The 
instructions  requested  contain  proportions  which  are  errone- 
ous, and  for  that  reason  alone  were  properly  refused.    Under 
the  first,  the  jury  would  have  been  authorized  to  find  against 
the  plaintiff,  if  Evans  had  held  adverse  possession  of  the  land 
€or  two  years.    Besides,  that  charge  would  have  made  the  case 
4o  turn  upon  the  question  of  plaintiff's  negligence  in  filing, 
«fter  the  destruction  of  his  deed  and  the  records  of  tlie  county, 
^  take  steps  to  have  his  title  established,  and  his  oonveyance 
^gain  recorded.    There  is  no  question  of  negligence  in  the 
■pase.    The  object  of  recording  a  deed  is  to  give  notice  to  cred- 
^^OTB  and   subsequent  purchasers  from  the  grantor  of  the 
*^''*ntee's  title. ,  Except  as  to  the  matter  of  notice,  an  unre- 
^^^ded  title  is  as  fSPod  as  if  recorded.    Brown,  not  having 
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paid  the  porchaBe^money  in  full,  and  that  which  he  paid  not 
being  sufficient  to  cover  the  value  of  the  lot  to  which  he  got  a 
good  title,  could  not  claim  the  equity  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser. 
The  charge  in  every  aspect  was  erroneous  and  misleading,  and 
was  properly  refused. 

The  second  and  fourth  charges  requested  were  upon  the  law 
of  limitation  as  applicable  to  plaintiff's  claim  to  recover  of 
Evans  the  value  of  his  lot  in  the  event  he  failed  to  recover  of 
Brown  the  lot  itself.  The  recovery  having  been  for  the  land, 
the  refusal  of  this  charge,  even  if  correct,  could  not  have  oper- 
ated to  the  prejudice  of  appellant  Hence,  if  error,  it  was 
harmless,  and  we  need  not  consider  the  question  presented  by 
the  refusal. 

Treating  the  third  request  for  instructions  as  sufficient  to  call 
for  a  charge  upon  the  law  of  limitations,  it  presentSi  in  our 
opinion,  the  oidy  question  in  the  case  worthy  of  serious  con- 
sideration. The  defendant  Evans  having  conveyed  the  land 
to  plaintiff  could  not  claim  the  benefit  of  the  statute  of  either 
three  or  five  years.  He,  however,  testified  that  the  lot  in  con- 
troversy had  been  inclosed  and  in  his  field  ever  since  his  con- 
veyance to  plaintiff  in  1873  down  to  his  sale  to  Brown  in  1884; 
bat  that  plaintiff's  lot  was  not  that  claimed  by  the  latter,  but 
another  which  was  situated  near  it.  He  also  testified  that 
both  these  lots  remained  in  his  inclosure  after  the  conveyance, 
and  that  he  also  sold  that  which  he  admitted  to  be  plaintiff's 
to  one  Mrs.  Higby  in  1884,  "  because  he  had  written  to  plain- 
tiff about  selling  it"  It  appears,  therefore,  that  he  had  the 
Baoie  character  of  possession  and  exercised  the  same  acts  of 
ownership  over  the  lot  he  claimed  to  be  plaintiff's  as  over  that 
which  he  claimed  as  belonging  to  himself  This  clearly  indi- 
cates that  there  was  no  such  adverse  possession  in  the  case  as 
would  set  in  operation  the  statute  of  limitations  against  plain- 
tiff's suit  until  the  sale  to  Brown  in  1884.  One  who  sells  a 
lot  to  be  used  as  city  property,  which  at  the  time  is  inclosed 
in  a  field,  cannot  successfully  set  up  the  statute  of  limitations 
against  ttie  grantee  merely  because  the  latter  fails  to  take 
actual  possession,  and  permits  it  to  remain  in  the  original  in- 
closure. In  order  to  make  the  plea  of  limitations  effectual  in 
BQch  case,  he  must  show  some  notorious  act  of  ownership  over 
the  property,  distinctiy  hostile  to  the  claim  of  the  grantee,  and 
tike  adverse  possession  after  this  must  continue  for  a  sufficient 
length  of  time  before  suit  to  complete  the  statutory  bar.  The 
''poBsession  must  not  only  be  actual,  but  also  visible,  continu- 
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oaSy  notorious,  distinct,  and  hostile,  and  of  snch  a  character  as 
to  indicate  unmistakablj  an  assertion  of  a  claim  of  exclusive 
ownership  in  the  occupant":  Satterwhite  v.  Ros9ery  61  Tex. 
166,  and  cases  cited.  Appellant  having  failed  to  show  adverse 
possession,  it  was  not  error  to  refuse  a  charge  upon  the  statute 
of  limitations. 

The  assignments  which  complain  of  the  verdict  and  judg* 
ment  are  not  well  taken.  The  verdict  of  the  jurj  is  responsive 
to  the  issues  presented,  and  finds  all  the  facts  of  the  case  in 
fkvor  of  plaintiff,  as  alleged  in  his  primary  statement.  This 
entitles  him  to  the  lot  first  described  in  the  petition,  and  enti- 
tled Brown  to  be  relieved  from  paying  for  the  lot  to  which  his 
title  failed. 

There  being  no  error  in  the  proceeding,  the  judgment  will 
be  afiSrmed. 

BsaxsTRT  Law  ap^iai  cnly  in  ouw  whore  inttresfe  of  orodltar  or  saIim- 
qoflnt  porohMsr  eta  be  alBwted  with  iraat  of  notioe  a*  the  time  he  eoto: 
Voorkk$  ▼.  Wetiervelt^  8  Am.  St  Bep.  SIS,  and  note  819;  Mar^M  r.  Bobatt, 
10  Am.  Rep.  201;  Fox  ▼.  Satt,  41  Id.  316;  Ckamberhin  ▼.  B^H  68  Am.  Deo. 
260. 

WBiaa  Dm)  »  ovoe  Duly  BiooBDXDb  It  n  THiNcaioja'H  Konci  to 
aU  the  world,  eyen  thoogh  the  reoord  he  totally  destroyed:  Shatmon  ▼.  BaUg 
22  Am.  Bep.  146;  Ahkw.  Morrkom,  14  Id.  117,  and  note. 

PoflnmoH  TO  u  Apvsan  wner  vm  Onof,  NoroBioua,  Visible^  Ooirnir- 
VOVB  AMD  Ho0nL%  sia:  See  Dmiham  ▼.  Holeman^  71  .Am.  Dea  196;  War* 
cuter  ▼.  Lord,  96  Id.  456,  and  note:  SchwaUbaek  ▼.  Chicago  etc  B.  B,  Co.,  2 
Am.  St  Rep.  740,  and  note  744;  LtwU  ▼.  Bchawwi^  3  Id.  611. 

To  SuflTAni  CLAnc  or  Boka  Fma  Puboeasxb,  the  party  moat  efaow  that 
his  pnrohaae  waa  npon  a  Taloable  oonslderation,  and  that  tiie  oonaidBnftioa 
WM  paid  before  he  obtained  notioe  of  existing  equities:  BUmniitard  ▼.  TyUr^ 
86  Am.  Deo.  67;  YTamer  ▼.  WkUiaicr,  72  Id.  66,  and  note^ 


Gulf  bto.  Bailway  Company  v.  Bbnson. 

[e9TBU8,407.| 

HiQUoiirGi— BoBBSH  oy  Fnoov.  —  In  AcnoK  aoaihst  Razlwat  Oompabt 
TO  RaooTXB  Dakaoib  ior  Pbopbbtt  Dbsibotxd  vt  Fnoi,  oansed  by 
sparks  emitted  from  tbeoompony's  engine,  which  ignited  the  dry  grass 
on  the  right  of  way,  the  fire  thence  spreading  to  the  property  deetroyed, 
the  harden  of  proof  is  on  the  railway  company  to  show  that  there  was 
nonegligenoe  on  its  part  in  oansing  the  fire.  Bat  this  demand  of  the 
law  as  to  burden  of  proof  is  satisfied  when  the  company  shows  that  it 
was  nsing  on  the  engine,  at  the  time  of  the  fire,  the  best  meohanioal  ap- 
plifti^ftiMi  to  seoore  safety  from  fire,  that  they  were  in  good  repair,  and 
were  operated  by  a  skillfal  engineer  in  a  careful  manner. 
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Idw  — Alibodoh  Ejjlwat  Compavt  mat  AnoLTB  iTSBtv  waam  Lusnnr 
on  acooont  of  the  praimied  ncgligmoe  aiinsg  from  the  ntro  fM  tfasl 
fire  cav^t  from  fparks  omitted  from  its  engine,  by  thowiiig  that  its  en- 
gine and  apark-arrester  were  the  best  in  use,  yet,  if  the  fire  oaoght  on 
its  own  right  of  way  in  dry  grass  which  it  allowed  to  aceomnlate^  it  is 
a  qnestian  of  fact  for  the  jury  to  determine  whether  tiie  &uhire  to  re* 
move  the  inflammable  matter  was  negligence. 

Nxw  Trial. — Affkllatx  Coubt  wnx  vcrr  lanBisBi  to  Gbaht  Ksw 
Trial  when  there  was  evidence  to  sostain  the  verdict^  onlssa  then  waa 
manifest  prqadice  on  the  part  of  the  jnry. 

AcnoR  for  damages.    The  opinioii  Btatea  the  oast. 
WiUiam  MeKnightj  for  the  appellant 

CoLLABD,  J.  This  suit  was  brought  bj  the  appellee  against 
the  appellant  in  a  justice's  oonrt  of  Bosqne  Gonnty  for  $89.90 
damages. 

Plaintiff  claimed  that  defendant  negligently  permitted 
grass  and  combustible  material  to  accnmnlate  on  its  right  of 
way,  which  was  ignited  by  sparks  from  its  engine,  and  so 
burning  his  pasture  grass  and  some  posts.  The  justice  of  the 
peace  rendered  judgment  for  plaintiff,  and  the  case  was  ap- 
pealed to  the  district  court  (the  county  court  having  no  civil 
jurisdiction),  where  it  was  tried  by  the  judge,  who  rendered 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  969.90  and  interest,  from  which 
this  appeal  is  taken. 

The  judge  filed  his  conclusions  in  the  case,  stating  that  the 
pasture  was  burned  by  sparks  from  defendant's  engine,  and 
that  the  fire  originated  by  reason  of  the  negligence  of  defend- 
ant in  permitting  combustible  material  to  remain  on  the  right 
of  way. 

The  appellant  complains  of  the  conclusions  and  the  judg- 
ment  because, — 1.  The  evidence  does  not  show  that  defendant 
had  any  right  of  way;  and  2.  The  evidence  did  not  show  that 
defendant  negligently  permitted  grass  or  other  combustible 
material  to  accumulate  on  its  right  of  way. 

The  only  evidence  we  find  in  the  record  relating  to  the  sub- 
ject of  these  assignments  of  error  is  that  of  the  plaintiff.  He 
says:  The  fire  caught  very  near  the  cross-ties  on  the  road 
within  a  few  feet  of  the  road-bed;  it  set  the  grass  on  fire  near 
ite  cross-ties;  it  caught  fire  between  the  cross-ties  on  the  road 
and  the  telegraph-poles.  I  do  not  know  how  far  from  the 
road-bed  the  defendant's  right  of  way  extends.  The  fire  caught 
ten  or  fifteen  feet  from  the  cross-ties.  It  was  agreed  by  the 
parties  that  plaintiff's  witnesses  would  prove  that  the  fire 
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caught  from  sparks  emitted  from  the  smoke^^tack  of  a  loco- 
motive drawing  defendant's  passenger  train  on  the  eighteenth 
day  of  August,  1884,  which  set  fire  to  and  burned  plaintiff's 
grass  and  fence-posts,  and  that  the  same  locomotive  in  the 
same  way  set  fire  to  Rutherford's  pasture  near  that  of  plaintiff 
on  the  same  evening,  and  that  plaintiff's  damage  would  be 
greater  than  the  amount  claimed.  It  was  also  agreed  that  de- 
fendant's witnesses  would  testify  that  said  engine  was  at  that 
time  provided  with  the  best  spark-arrester  yet  known  or  dis- 
covered; that  no  spark-arrester  has  yet  been  invented  that  will 
entirely  arrest  all  sparks;  but  that  the  sparks  escaping  from 
the  arrester  on  this  particular  locomotive  were  necessarily  vecy 
minute,  and  that  the  smoke-stack  and  arrester  were  daily  in- 
spected by  competent  mechanics  and  found  to  be  in  good  con- 
dition and  repair.  These  facts  were  not  controverted,  nor  wen 
the  facts  proved  by  plaintiff  that  the  fire  in  question  was  caused 
by  the  emission  of  sparks  from  the  same  locomotive.  Also 
that  the  engineer.on  this  engine  was  thoroughly  competent 

When  plaintiff  established  the  fact  by  uncontradicted  evi* 
dence  that  the  fire  was  so  caused,  and  that  he  was  thereby 
injured,  our  supreme  court  have  decided  that  in  such  case 
the  onus  is  upon  defendant  to  show  by  affirmative  proof  that 
there  was  no  negligence  on  its  part  in  causing  the  fire;  in 
other  words,  that  a  presumption  would  arise,  in  the  absence 
of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  that  there  was  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  company:  International  etc.  Ry  Co.  v.  Timmev' 
many  61  Tex.  663.  This  doctrine  is  fully  supported  by  the 
oases  cited  in  2  Wood's  Railway  Law,  1847,  note  3.  The  evi- 
dence to  defeat  such  prima  facie  case  of  negligence  being 
peculiarly  within  the  knowledge  of  defendant,  the  burden  is 
upon  it  to  produce  it:  Id. 

Our  supreme  court  having  approved  the  doctrine  laid  down 
in  the  decisions  of  other  states  referred  to  in  the  note  cited 
above,  upon  sound  principle,  we  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to 
enter  into  an  elaborate  discussion  of  the  reasons  of  the  law. 
This  demand  of  the  law  as  to  burden  of  proof  is,  however, 
satisfied  when  the  company  shows  by  undisputed  evidence 
that  it  was  using  at  the  time,  and  upon  the  very  engine  in 
question,  the  best  and  most  approved  mechanical  appliances 
known  and  in  use  to  prevent  the  escape  of  fire  from  its  engine, 
and  sparks  from  the  smoke-stack,  and  that  the  same  were  in 
good  repair  and  condition,  and  were  operated  by  a  skillful  en* 
gineer  in  a  careful  manner. 
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If,  then,  the  plaintiff  can  recover  after  sncii  proo^  it  rnnsi 
be  upon  the  ground  that  the  defendant  was  negligent  in  other 
respects,  as  that,  notwithstanding  the  approved  fire-arrester, 
it  was  goilty  of  negligence  in  permitting  the  accumolation  of 
combustible  matter  on  its  road  or  right  of  waj  as  nnder  the 
drcnmstanceS  wad  dangerous,  and  would  amount  to  negligence 
in  the  opinion  of  an  unprejudiced  jury,  such  as  a  man  of  ordi* 
nary  prudence  would  not  have  committed  in  the  management 
of  his  own  affairs.  While  a  railway  company  may  absolve 
itself  from  liability  on  account  of  the  presumed  negligence 
arising  from  the  mere  fact  that  the  fire  caught  from  sparke 
emitted  from  its  engine,  by  showing  its  engine  and  spark-ar* 
raster  were  the  best  in  use,  still  if  the  fire  caught  on  its  own 
right  of  way  in  dry  grass  which  it  allowed  to  accumulate,  it 
would  be  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury  to  determine  whether 
the  failure  to  remove  the  inflammable  matter  was  negligence. 
Such  negligence  might  increase  the  danger  to  a^acent  prop> 
arty,  even  though  the  best  machinery  was  adopted:  Kellogg  v. 
Chicago  etc.  Ry  Co.y  26  Wis.  228,  229;  7  Am.  Rep.  69. 

The  law  will  not  imply  negligence  from  this  fact.  The 
question  should  be  left  to  the  jury:  Keeee  v.  Chicago  etc.  Ry 
Co.,  30  Iowa,  80;  6  Am.  Rep.  643  et  seq.;  Burlington  etc.  R.  R. 
Co.  V.  Weetover,  4  Neb.  274. 

In  this  case,  the  court  below  found  that  the  company  was 
i^6gligent  in  permitting  combustible  matter  to  accumulate  on 
its  right  of  way.  The  fire  caught  near  the  track, — about  fif- 
teen feet  from  it, — in  the  grass,  and  was  communicated  to 
plaintiff's  pasture,  and  destroyed  it.  It  was  clear  that  the  fire 
caught  on  defendant's  right  of  way.  While  the  conclusion  of 
the  court  below  may  not  have  been  the  same  we  would  have 
anived  at  from  the  evidence  as  disclosed  in  the  record,  there 
was  evidence  to  sustain  it,  and  we  are  unwilling  to  disturb  hie 
conclusion,  it  having  been  repeatedly  decided  that  the  supreme 
court  will  not  interfere  to  grant  a  new  trial  when  there  was  evi- 
dence to  sustain  a  verdict,  unless  there  was  manifest  prejudice 
e&  th\d  pari  of  the  jury.  We  are  of  opinion  the  judgment 
ought  to  be  affirmed. 

LuBnjTT  07  Rauaoad  Compaht  fOB  FiRB  CknonmcAncD  bt  Looomo* 
nn  Snodtis:  BatieU  ▼.  Cfonnectieia  River  B.  B.  Co.,  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  443»  aiid 
note  445,  446;  QrindlY.  HmsaUmieB.  B.  Co.,  1  Id.  138^  and  note  149;  Skn- 
«<md»  y.  Bailroad  Co.,  52  Am.  Bep.  687. 

KlQUOKllCX  18  ImFUBD  7R0M  BbOAFB  07  FiBB  7R0M  LOCOMOTIVB  KlfOnrB, 

•ad  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  raihroed  company,  in  an  action  againii 
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it  f or  mch  n^l^tgviMb  to  dMV  tihtft  tiM  nott  appvcfTed  m^^ 
were  used  to  proro&t  iho  oioipo  of  fin:  Bam  ▼.  Okhag^  jB,  A  Gx,  81  Am. 
Ihc  254;  oompuo  Ohio  HcB.1LC(kv.  ShamtfeU,  06  Id.  004;  Fero  ▼.  A/^ 
/i/o  tie.  a  B.  Co,,  78  Id.  277. 

It  mat  vm  NBOUoiirr  nr  RAn.waAP  Oomfavt  to  tXUm  oomboitiblo  uU- 
t«r  to  Mouoiiikto  on  its  right  of  way :  MkkmoHd  §k.  B,  B,  Oo.  r.  MMtift  40 
Am.  Bop.  784;  and  aoo  PiMitery4  efe.  J2.  i?.  Ok  t.  Jam,  44  Id.  884. 


Fbabs  u  Albba. 

StTnoaixniN.  — TBud  Piktt  u  BMTniJED  to  bb  Soww»atm>  to  Bisbsi 
ov  OaMoatm,  wtwro,  baving  on  interaot  In  tho  diibl^  1m  poji  it  in  por- 
■nanoo  of  on  agnemont  betwoen  kimiolf  and  tiio  diibtor,  idtfaon^  tlio 
debt  waa  not  at  the  time  dne. 

Id.  —  MoBTaAoiB.  —Whin  Dbbt  Sboubid  bt  MonoAaB  n  Paid  bt  Ora 
UHDBB  Kg  Obliqatxcit  to  Pat  It,  Hb  n  Subbooaxid  to  the  righta  of 
the  mortgagee  in  the  mortgaged  pwiperl>,  and  will  hold  the  titie  ao  ao- 
qnired  againat  aabaeqiient  cnonmbranoeab  althongh  he  took  no  f cnmal 
traniler  of  the  mortgage,  and  althongh  he  had  alao  aeqaired  the  mputj 
of  redemption. 

Id.  —  If  Pbbsoh  Advaboiko  Mqhbt  to  Pat  on  MoBTOAaB,  undkb  Aobbb- 
MBMT  with  the  owner  of  the  equity  of  redemption  that  it  ahonld  be  aa- 
aigned  to  him  aa  Monrity  for  the  money  adTanoed,  takea  a  diadhacge  of 
tiM  mortgage,  he  is  atill  entitled  to  be  aahrogated  to  the  ri|^  of  tiie 
mortgagee,  and  have  the  diaoharge  vaoated. 

EqUITT  will    VOT    Pb&IUT  Jt78T   BlOBTB  OF  PaBTT  TO  BB  L08T   THBOVaR 

Mbraxb  or  ignorance  of  faot^  when  aaoh  reUef  ia  not  pr^ndioial  to  the 
righta  of  others. 

Plbaddtg.  —  Inbbbtioh  of  Wbong  Kakb  nr  Abbwbb  m  ImATBBiAL  Bb* 
BOB,  where,  taking  the  answer  altogether,  it  ia  perfeotiy  apparent  that 
the  insertion  of  sach  name  waa  a  deiioal  error,  and  Ihe  name  intended  ia 
obvious. 

Nbw  Tbial  will  hot  bb  Obabtbd  on  Obound  of  Subpubic  ariaing  ttam 
the  testimony  of  a  witoess  being  difforent  from  what  ooonael  anticipated 
it  would  be,  it  not  being  ahown  that  the  witneaa  intentionally  deoeiTed  or 
misled  ooonsel.  Nor  will  a  new  trial  be  granted  to  enable  one  to  obtaiB 
evidenoe  which  ordinary  diligence  oonld  have  proonred  on  the  trial,  if 
desired,  and  espeoially  if  aooh  eridenoe  is  merely  onmnlatiTe. 


AcnoH  of  trespass  to  try  title.    The  facts  appear  in  the 
opinion. 

Surrati  and  Taylor^  for  the  appellant 

Afidenon  and  Flinty  for  the  appellc 


IfALTBiE,  J.  The  first  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  IfiB. 
Marj  Albea,  who  purchased  the  land  in  controversy  from  J. 
M.  Riviere  and  wife  subsequent  to  a  deed  of  trust,  executed 
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by  Biviere  to  Bngene  Williams  on  the  eighth  day  of  Augoeti 
1881,  and  not  recorded,  to  eecnre  a  note  for  fifteen  hundred 
dollars,  made  by  Riviere,  payable  to  James  B.  Bichey,  of  the 
date  of  the  tmst  deed,  payable  on  the  eighth  day  of  Augnsti 
1887,  and  also  subsequent  to  another  deed  of  trust  made  by 
said  Biyiere  to  J.  D.  Wallace  on  the  same  land,  dated  on  the 
sixteenth  day  of  September,  1881,  and  recorded  on  the  day 
following,  to  secure  a  note  executed  by  said  Bichey  to  Mrs. 
H.  E.  Fears,  on  the  same  day  as  the  deed  of  trust,  and  pay- 
able on  the  sixteenth  day  of  September,  1882,  having  fur- 
nished the  money  to  Biviere  to  pay  ofi*  the  note  held  by 
Bichey,  and  the  money,  having  been  so  applied  by  Biviere 
before  the  note  fell  due,  can  be  subrogated  to  the  rights  of 
Bichey  in  the  deed  of  trust  held  by  Williams  for  his  benefit, 
without  any  agreement  with  Bichey  to  that  effect.  The  dis- 
trict court  found  as  a  fact  that  at  the  time  C.  P.  Albea  pur- 
chased the  land  for  his  wife,  that  it  was  agreed  between 
Albea  and  Biviere  that  Biviere  should  take  the  money  paid 
by  Albea  and  pay  off  the  note  to  Bichey,  and  have  it  and  the 
deed  of  trust  on  the  land  in  dispute  transferred  to  Mrs.  Albea, 
and  that  the  note  was  paid  off  by  Biviere  with  the  money  so 
received  before  it  became  due,  bat  that  there  was  no  transfer 
made  by  Bichey,  and  that  he  had  no  knowledge  of  the  agree- 
ment between  Albea  and  Biviere  in  reference  thereto. 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  money  was  not  paid  to  Bichey 
in  person,  he  being  absent  at  the  time,  but  to  his  partner,  who 
received  it  for  him,  and  delivered  the  note  and  deed  of  trust 
to  one  Heam,  who  advanced  $250  towards  the  payment  on  the 
Albea  note,  and  held  the  Biviere  and  Bichey  note  and  deed 
of  trust  as  collateral  security;  and  that  afterwards  Albea 
paid  Heam  the  $250,  and  that  Heam  then  delivered  the  note 
and  deed  of  trust  to  Biviere,  the  debt  having  been  paid  in 
foil,  and  that  Biviere  sent  them  by  mail  to  Albea;  but  they 
were  lost  In  the  case  of  Fievd  v.  Zubevj  67  Tex.  280,  it  is 
said  that  there  are  numerous  decisions,  quite  a  number  of 
which  are  cited,  which  recognise  the  doctrine  that  if  a  third 
party  (a  volunteer)  pay  the  entire  debt  in  pursuance  of  an 
agreement  between  him  and  the  debtor,  upon  his  doing  so 
he  shall  be  subrogated  to  the  creditor's  rights,  and  that  there 
are  no  known  decisions  to  the  contrary  except  in  the  state  of 
Louiaiana,  where  the  matter  is  regulated  by  statute.  We 
think  this  rule  founded  upon  principles  of  equity  and  mate- 
rial right.    Every  man  in  this  country  has  the  right  to  dispose 
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of  hii  property,  or  any  interest  he  may  own,  however  slight, 
in  each  property;  and  any  rule  that  wonld  prevent  or  clog  the 
alienation  of  encumbered  property  at  private  sale  would  be 
very  prejadidal  to  the  debtor,  inasmnch  as  it  would  remit  in 
subjecting  this  character  of  property  to  forced  sale  in  many 
instances,  when,  if  purchasers  had  the  right  by  paying  off 
prior  encumbrances  to  be  subrogated  to  the  rights  of  the  credi* 
tor  holding  such  encumbrances,  the  sacrifice  of  property  ooold 
often  be  prevented,  while  by  such  an  arrangement  eabeeqnent 
creditors  could  not  possibly  be  damaged. 

It  is  said,  upon  high  authority,  that  when  a  mortgage  is 
paid  by  one  who  is  under  no  obligations  to  pay  it,  although  he 
does  not  take  a  formal  assignment,  he  is  subrogated  to  the 
rights  of  the  mortgagee  in  the  mortgaged  property,  and  holds 
the  title  so  acquired  against  subsequent  encumbrances,  al- 
though he  had  also  acquired  the  equity  of  redemption.  In 
such  case,  no  proof  of  intention  on  his  part  to  keep  the  mort- 
gage alive  is  necessary  to  give  him  the  benefit  of  it.  Even  if 
a  person  advancing  money  to  pay  a  mortgage,  under  an  agree- 
ment with  the  owner  of  the  equity  of  redemption  that  it  should 
be  assigned  to  him  as  security  for  the  money  advanced,  takes 
a  discharge  of  the  mortgage,  he  is  entitled  to  be  subrogated  to 
the  rights  of  the  mortgagee,  and  have  the  discharge  vacated: 
1  Jones  on  Mortgages,  sec.  877,  and  authorities  there  cited. 
In  general,  any  person  having  a  subsequent  interest  in  the 
premises  which  are  not  primarily  liable  for  the  mortgage 
debt,  who  pays  off  the  mortgage,  thereby  becomes  an  equitable 
assignee  of  it,  and  may  keep  the  mortgage  alive,  and  enforce 
the  lien  for  his  own  benefit:  3  Pomeroy's  Eq.  Jur.,  sec.  1212. 

In  this  case,  Riviere  had  the  legal  title  to  the  property,  and 
the  right  to  pay  off  all  encumbrances  against  it;  having  con- 
veyed his  interest  to  Mrs.  Albea,  she  would  be  entitled  to  pay 
off  any  encumbrance  against  the  land  to  protect  her  title.  It 
is  claimed  that  for  the  reason  that  the  Richey  mortgage  was 
discharged  of  record,  and  that  the  debt  was  paid  by  Riviere 
before  it  became  due,  that  Mrs.  Albea  could  be  subrogated  to 
the  rights  of  Richey  in  the  property.  It  appears  that  the 
mortgage  was  discharged  of  record,  by  direction  of  Riviere,  in 
1885,  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  title  to  other  property  em- 
braced in  the  mortgage  freed  from  the  encumbrance,  as  stated 
by  him;  but  at  all  events,  it  was  done  without  the  knowledge 
of  Mrs.  Albea,  and  equity  would  reinstate  it  for  her  benefit, 
for  it  will  not  permit  the  just  rights  of  a  party  to  be  lost 
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throogli  a  miBtake  or  ignorance  of  fact  when  not  prejndicial 
to  the  lights  of  others.  We  are  also  of  opinion  that  it  can 
make  no  defense  as  to  Mrs.  Albea's  right  of  subrogation,  that 
the  money  was  paid  by  the  hand  of  Riviere,  she  having  fur- 
nished it  for  that  purpose;  nor  does  it  matter  that  the  debt 
was  paid  before  it  fell  due.  She  was  no  meddler,  but  a  pur- 
chaser having  rights  in  the  property,  and  acted  in  the  mat- 
ter under  a  contract  with  Riviere.  No  one  except  Bichey 
could  object  to  the  debt  being  paid  belbre  it  fell  due;  and  he 
does  not  complain.  There  is  no  charge  that  the  debt  was  not 
valid.  Mrs.  Albea,  at  the  time  of  the  payment,  did  not  know 
that  there  was  any  other  lien  on  the  property  in  existence,  and 
Mrs.  Fears  was  in  no  way  injured  or  damaged  by  the  paying 
off  of  the  Richey  mortgage;  had  it  not  have  been  paid,  Richey 
would  have  been  entitled  to  assert  his  claim  to  the  extent  that 
Mrs.  Albea  now  is  entitled  to  do.  Richey's  mortgage  was  but 
a  security  for  his  debt;  and  it  would  have  been  nothing  more 
if  it  had  been  past  due  when  paid,  the  legal  title  remaining  in 
Riviere  for  all  time  until  divested  by  a  sale.  We  can  see  no 
reason,  technical  or  substantial,  why  the  payment,  when 
made,  was  not  effectual  to  invest  Mrs.  Albea  with  the  rights 
of  Richey  in  the  property. 

Under  authorities  hereinbefore  referred  to,  the  debt  and  lien 
of  Richey  was  equitably  assigned  to  Mrs.  Albea,  on  account 
of  her  paying  off  the  debt;  and  the  fact  that  Richey  had  no 
knowledge  of  the  payment  being  made  by  her,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  this  case,  would  not  affect  her  rights  in  this 
matter. 

It  is  insisted  that  the  court  erred  in  foreclosing  the  mort- 
gage executed  by  Riviere  to  Richey  without  making  them 
parties  to  the  suit,  the  note  of  fifteen  hundred-  dollars  that 
the  mortgage  was  given  to  secure  being  in  issue;  and  also  in 
not  rendering  judgment  against  Riviere  for  the  amount  of  the 
note. 

Appellants  did  not  question  the  right  of  the  court  to  deter- 
mine the  case  by  any  exception  to  appellees'  pleading,  though 
the  relief  granted  was  prayed  for  in  the  answer.  It  was  not 
claimed  but  that  the  debt  to  Richey  was  a  valid  obligation 
against  Riviere,  and  against  the  land;  nor  was  it  denied  that 
the  debt  was  paid  in  the  way,  and  by  the  persons,  as  claimed 
by  appellees;  that  is,  that  Riviere  procured  the  money  from 
Mrs.  Albea  by  a  sale  of  the  land  in  dispute,  and  that  the  pay- 
ment was  made  by  him  with  the  money,  for  her  benefit.    The 
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^£rect  of  which  would  be  to  dlBcharge  the  debt,  as  to  RiYifire^ 
4md  subrogate  Mrs.  Albea  to  the  rights  of  Richey  in  the  prexn- 
isesy  as  the  same  existed  at  the  time  of  the  payment  of  his 
•debt.  No  judgment,  then,  could  be  rendered  against  Riviere; 
mod  he,  having  parted  with  all  title  to  the  land  by  convey* 
«nce  to  Mrs.  Albea,  was  not  a  necessary  party  to  the  suit; 
and  Bichey's  debt  having  been  folly  paid,  there  was  no  neoes- 
flity  of  his  being  made  a  party, — having  no  right  and  setting 
tip  no  claim  to  the  property.  If  the  appellants  had  raised  an 
issue  by  their  pleading  as  to  these  facts.  Riviere  and  Bichey 
would  have  been  necessary  parties;  but  not  having  done  so  in 
'the  court  below,  they  should  not  be  heard  to  complain  in  this 
NCOurL 

Appellants  assert  that  the  court  erred  in  not  granting  tbdz 
umotion  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  that  they  were  misled 
4md  deceived  by  the  following  portion  of  defendant's  answer, 
to  wit:  ^'  That  on  the  eighth  day  of  August,  1881,  said  Riviere 
and  wife  executed  to  Eugene  Williams,  trustee,  a  deed  of  trust 
on  said  property,  and  two  other  pieces  or  lots  of  land  in  Waco, 
to  secure  James  R.  Richey  in  the  payment  of  said  Riviere  note 
•for  fifteen  hundred  dollars, — with  even  date  with  said  trust 
•deed,  and  to  become  due  on  August  8,  1882.  That  afterward, 
^n  September  16, 1881,  Riviere  executed  to  J.  D.  Wallace  a 
•deed  of  trust  on  the  same  lots  and  other  property  to  secure 
Mrs.  M.  E.  Fears  in  the  payment  of  Riviere's  note  for  fifteen 
hundred  dollars,  due  September  16, 1882,  and  that  Mrs.  Fears 
liad  full  and  actual  notice  of  said  first-named  trust  deed 
t)efore  the  execution  of  the  one  to  secure  her;  and  in  order  to 
ftfotect  said  Mrs.  Fears  from  said  first  deed  of  trust,  said  J.  M. 
Biviere  did,  by  special  arrangement  with  C.  P.  Albea,  pay  tiie 
-said  Richey  said  fifteen  hundred  dollars  on  the  15th  of  June, 
1882.  That  when  Albea  purchased  the  property  for  his  wifid, 
it  was  agreed  that  Riviere  should  take  the  money  paid  by 
liim  and  discharge  the  Richey  debt,  and  have  the  note  and 
deed  of  trust  transferred  to  Mrs.  Albea." 

Appellants  say  that  they  were  misled  by  that  portion  of 
the  answer  that  charges  that  Riviere  and  Albea  caused  the 
Bichey  debt  and  mortgage  to  be  paid  ofif  for  the  benefit  of 
If  rs.  Fears,  and  then  permitting  defendants  to  show  that  the 
.payment  was  made  for  the  benefit  of  Mrs.  Albea.  Taking 
vthe  answer  altogether,  we  think  it  perfectly  apparent  that  the 
Insertion  of  the  name  of  Mrs.  Fears  in  the  position  that  it 
occupies  in  the  answer  was  a  clerical  error,  and  that  if  coun- 
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iel  were  deceived  and  mided,  that  it  wae  on  aoooont  of  nagli- 
genoe  and  want  of  ordinary  care  and  attention  on  their  part 
to  the  matter  at  hand. 

It  18  also  claimed  that  plaintifFb'  attorneys  were  deceived 
and  misled  by  their  witness  J.  D.  Wallace  in  reference  to  hii 
tcBtimony  on  a  material  issue,  to  wit,  that  they  onderstood 
him  to  say  that  he  would  swear  that  Mrs.  Fears  had  no  actual 
notice  of  Riohey's  deed  of  trust  when  that  to  her  was  exe- 
cuted, and  for  that  reason  they  went  into  trial  without  Mrs. 
Fears  being  present,  by  whom  they  could  prove  that  fact.  It 
is  not  shown  that  Wallace  intentionally  deceived  or  misled 
counael,  nor  is  it  shown  but  that  it  was  the  fault  of  counsel 
that  they  misunderstood  Wallace.  He  was  their  trustee  who 
n^otiated  the  loan  upon  the  property  for  Mrs.  Fears,  and 
when  default  was  made  in  the  payment,  sold  it  under  her  deed 
of  trust  for  her  benefit,  from  which  it  might  be  reasonably 
inferred  that  he  was  on  friendly  terms  with  her,  and  would 
not  withhold  any  information  about  which  he  might  be  inters 
legated,  or  intentionally,  at  least,  make  a  stetement  that  would 
nualead.  In  his  testimony  he  states  that  he  negotiated  the 
trade  for  Mrs.  Fears;  that  he  had  no  notice  of  Richey's  deed 
of  traat;  that  Mtcl  Fears  had  nothing  te  do  with  the  trade, 
left  it  all  te  him,  and  that  he  did  not  believe  that  she  knew 
anything  of  the  Riehey  claim,  judging  from  all  of  the  circum- 
stancee.  We  are  at  a  loss  to  know  how  any  one  could  testify 
any  more  definitely  in  reference  to  another's  want  of  knowl- 
edge on  aparticular  subject  like  the  one  at  issue,  unless  it  was 
a  £set  that  Mrs.  Fears  was  not  in  the  country  at  the  time  of 
the  negotiation;  if  that  had  been  a  fact,  Wallace  would  have 
been  able  to  testify  to  it.  We  do  not  think  that  counsel  were 
joelified  in  being  deceived,  misled,  or  surprised  at  the  evi- 
denoe  of  Wallace. 

An  additional  reason  why  the  court  did  not  err  in  refosing 
to  grant  a  new  trial  on  the  grounds  urged  is,  that,  in  reply  to 
plsintijff'e  motion,  supported  by  the  aflMavit  of  Mrs.  Fears, 
that  she  did  not  have  notice  of  the  Riehey  deed  of  trust  at 
the  time  she  acquired  the  deed  of  trust  from  Riviere  on  the 
property,  defendanto  filed  affidavite  of  Riviere  and  Albea 
stating  that  at  the  time  of  the  trial  Mrs.  M.  B.  Fears  was  in 
Waco,  at  the  house  of  J.  D.  Wallace,  the  trustee  in  her  deed 
of  troat,  which  was  within  three  blocks  of  the  court-house, 
which,  not  being  contradicted,  will  be  token  as  true.  It  is 
thus  shown  that  ordinary  diligence  could  have  procured  the 
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evidence  of  Mrs.  Feare  on  the  trial,  if  it  had  been  desired. 
Having  taken  the  chancee  without  it,  the  rules  of  law  will  not 
authorize  the  reopening  of  the  case,  for  the  purpose  of  mak* 
ing  an  experiment  with  her  testimony  added. 

It  is  not  important  that  C.  P.  Albea  should,  at  the  sale  of 
the  property  by  J.  D.  Wallace,  under  Mrs.  Fears's  deed  of 
trust,  have  stated  the  grounds  of  his  wife's  claim  to  the  prop- 
erty, or  should  have  given  notice  of  her  claim  at  all,  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  the  property  was  purchased  by  Mrs.  Fears, 
and  that  she  is  charged  with  notice  of  Richey's  claim  before 
the  deed  of  trust  on  the  property  was  executed  to  Wallace. 
Waiving  the  question  of  diligence,  the  newly  discovered  evi- 
dence only  tends  to  contradict  C.  P.  Albea  as  to  the  grounds 
he  stated  that  he  claimed  the  property  on,  at  the  sale  by  J.  D. 
Wallace,  he  having  testified  at  the  trial  that  he  gave  notice 
that  it  was  the  homestead  of  Riviere  and  wife,  and  that  Mrs. 
Riviere  had  not  signed  the  deed  of  trust,  and  that  he  had 
purchased  Richey's  claim,  and  claimed  under  that  also, — the 
newly  discovered  evidence  tending  to  show  that  he  did  not 
give  notice  of  the  latter  claim.  J.  D.  Wallace  and  Mrs. 
Fears's  husband  had  each  testified  on  the  trial  that  Albea  did 
not  assert  the  latter  claim  at  the  sale;  and  the  alleged  newly 
discovered  evidence  would  be  cumulative,  and  would  only 
contradict  Albea  on  an  immaterial  issue,  and  did  not  author^ 
ize  the  granting  of  a  new  trial. 

The  twelfth  assignment  is,  that  there  was  error  in  finding 
that  Mrs.  Fears  had  actual  notice  of  Richey's  deed  of  trust, 
at  the  time  she  acquired  her  lien  on  the  property.  There  was 
evidence  before  the  district  court  that  she  had  notice  of  it, 
though  there  was  evidence  tending  to  a  contrary  conclusion. 
It  was  the  province  of  the  court  below  to  pass  upon  the  credi- 
biHty  of  the  witnesses  and  the  weight  of  the  evidence,  and  we 
see  no  sufficient  cause  in  this  case  to  disturb  the  findings, 
fluster  1  ."^^^K^^®^*  is,  that  the  court  erred  in  refusing  to 
answer  ''mj^*^^'^  geuenl  demurrer  to  defendant's  amended 
authorize  ♦  J^  ^"f^^""  ®®*  ^^"^  allegations  amply  sufficient  to 

and  if  the  W     ^^^^^^^  ^'  *"  *^®  ^^^^  P™^®^  ^^  ***®  *"^> 
was  no  err^     authorized  the  judgment,  it  foUows  that  there 

There  is  erior'^IT^"?  *^^  8'^"'^^  demurrer, 
of  trust  was  of      •        J^<igment,  however.    Mrs.  Fears's  deed 
to  Mrs.  Albea  a^^^^  ^^^  ^  *^®  ^^^  ^^  Riviere  and  wife 
cution  of  the  latt     ^^^  ^^^  recorded  at  the  time  of  the  exe- 

^^'  and  the  land  having  been  sold  under  said 
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trust  deed  and  purchase  by  Mrs.  Fears,  her  title  was  superior 
to  that  of  Mrs.  Albea,  aud  the  court  should  have  ordered  the 
land  sold,  and  the  proceeds  applied  first  to  the  payment  of 
the  Richey  note  and  interest,  and  the  balance  to  Mrs.  Fears, 
and  the  judgment  is  here  now  reformed  in  that  respect;  but 
as  the  judgment  in  this  regard  was  not  assigned  as  error, 
Mrs.  Fears  should  pay  the  costs  of  this  appeal,  and  we  report 
that  the  judgment  be  reformed  and  affirmed. 


SuBBOOATZOK,  Strakokb  OB  VoLiTMmB  HAS  Ko  RiOHT  TO:  JTotfcr't 
Appeait  S3  Am.  Dec.  783,  and  Dote  780.  Bat  one  aeocmdarily  liable  ia  en- 
tailed, where  he  haa  paid  the  debt^  to  the  benefit  of  any  aecnritiea  whioh  the 
ereditor  may  hold  againat  the  piinoipal  debtori  Forttt  OUCo.*s  Appeal,  4  Am. 
St.  Rep.  584. 

New  Trial  on  Gbouvd  or  Svbybibi  at  Tkimoiit  of  Paxtt's  Own 
WmrBBB  n  IIattib  or  Ddobstioii  on  Past  of  Oo0rt:  See  Delmaa  ▼• 
Margo,  78  Am.  Dec.  610,  where  a  new  trial  waa  granted  on  a  ahowing  that 
the  petitumer'a  attorney  had  need  doe  caution  to  aacertain  what  the  witneaa 
woold  testify  to^  and  that  the  witneaa  deoeiyed  him.  Bat  in  McClutbeif 
▼.  QerhaaiBer,  90  Id.  11%  it  waa  held  that  if  the  result  would  have  been  the 
eamOp  had  there  been  no  supriae,  a  new  trial  ahoold  be  refnaed. 

Nsw  Trial  will  vot  br  Granted  fob  Kxwlt  Diboo?rrrd  ErmRKOB 
which  ia  merely  oamnlatiTe:  Lawrtnce  ▼•  Jf^,  97  Am.  Dec.  768,  and  note; 
Hart  ▼.  JadBmm,  Tl  Ga.  493;  BniUh  ▼.  WaiKm^  ^  Va.  712;  BooUi  ▼.  JUcJiUon^ 
82  Id.  827;  or  which  eoald  have  been  preriooaly  discovered  by  the  nae  of  dne 
diligence:  Bkhardeon  r.  Farmer^  88  Am.  Dec  129;  Alien  v.  Bond,  112  IndL 
623;  Booth  ▼.  MeJUtom,  eupra;  for,  aa  ia  said  in  Bnkhe  v.  Ihiffy,  76  Ga.  602, 
thia  groond  for  a  new  trial  ia  to  be  tolerated  rather  than  farored  beoanae  of 
its  lialiilitT  to  abnasL  »nA  it*  trndsnoT  to  misliTad 
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[e»  trzas,  «9i] 

BaHKR  AVD  Bahuho— >TRU8n  — TRANBAonoN  Grbatino  Rxlation  of 
Tbvbxbb  AND  CRarrui  qum  Tbubt.  — In  the  oonrse  of  dealings  between 
n  Hew  York  and  Texaa  bank,  the  former  waa  in  the  habit  of  discounting 
notes  for,  and  of  forwarding  them,  on  maturity,  to  the  latter,  "  for  col* 
leotioa  and  retom,"  with  the  nnderstanding  that  the  proceeds  of  such 
diaooant  notea  ahoold  be  preserved  by  the  Texaa  bank  aa  the  property  of 
llie  Kew  York  bank,  and  retnmed  to  it  as  sach.  The  Texaa  bank,  hav- 
ing reoeiTed  notes  from  its  New  Ywk  bank  correspondent  "  for  coUec* 
tkm  and  return  of  proceeds,"  would  become,  aa  to  auch  collections,  when 
made  by  it^  a  trustee  for  the  New  York  bank,  and  its  duty  would  be  to 
remit  the  proceeds  of  the  notes  to  the  latter.  The  relation  created  by 
the  transaction  is  that  of  trustee  and  cestui  que  iruet,  and  not  that  of 
debtor  and  creditor. 

Ia. — In  Such  Case  Tbust  Fitnd  is  not  Divsstbd  of  its  Chabactxr  Aa 
SvCH  by  being  placed  by  the  collecting  bank  in  ita  vanlta,  and  there 
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mingled  with  its  other  moneyB;  and  the  eoUeeting  btnk  tharanfter  be* 
ooming  insolvent,  the  tmtt  woold  attach  to  whatever  monay  w aiiUNl 
in  the  bank  vanlte  when  the  reoeiyer  waa  appointed. 

Idw  —  Ohs  Who  Rioeivxs  Moivet  of  Akothx&  in  Fiduciabt  CAPAonr, 
AND  BxPKVSS  It  in  payment  of  hie  own  debti,  doea  not  thereby  create 
a  lien  upon  hia  entire  eetato  for  its  repayment,  bat  the  tmtt  eatate  most 
be  clearly  traced  into  specific  property,  in  order  that  the  ceiftrf  ftm  irmM 
may  claim  either  the  property  itself  or  a  lien  npon  it. 

Ip.  •—  Whin  Tbustbs  Minqlbs  Trust  Monbt  with  hib  Own,  and 
AiTBBWABDS  Pats  0X7T  to  othcrs,  he  is  presnmed  to  pay  oat  hia  own 
money,  so  long  as  he  retains  sufficient  to  coYcr  the  trnst  fond. 

Bankib  has  No  Las  xtpov  Funds  in  ms  Hanini  iok  bruxjiTUiraas  of  a 
enatomer,  in  the  ahaence  of  a  contract  for  that  pnipoae,  either  tuLpiMB 
or  implied.  And  where  notes  are  aent  to  a  bank  for  diaooont,  the  pro- 
oeeda  to  be  placed  to  the  credit  of  ita  corpeapondent,  and  the  bankrefaaea 
to  discoont  the  paper,  bat  pays  drafts  dnwn  by  ita  correspondent  in 
the  belief  that  the  paper  had  been  diacoonted,  it  baa  no  Hen  upon  the 
paper  for  its  reimborsement.  In  settliag  with  a  reoeiTer  of  ita  ootr^ 
apondent  in  each  case,  the  bank  is  properly  ohaigeable  with  the  moni^yi 
ooUeoted  apon  the  paper,  and  with  the  valae  of  ao  mnch  of  it  aa  re- 
mained anpaid,  to  be  aet  off  by  the  amoant  of  the  drafts  drawn  upon  it 
by  ita  correspondent  after  the  notes  were  forwarded  for  diacoaat. 

^MAoncM.  —  BraxvxR  or  LrsoLVBifT  Ck>BroBAnoN  has  Bioht  to  Bsoon- 
▼HHB  AOAnrsr  Oub  Who  InrxBYSNaB  in  a  proceeding  to  which  he  is  a 
party,  and  it  ia  proper  to  allow  him  to  set  ap  all  the  rights  of  the  cor- 
poration growing  oat  of  a  continaed  coarse  of  dealing  with  the  inter- 
Tenor  ander  one  general  agreement.  And  the  fact  that  other  aoita  ware 
pending  in  another  tribanal  involving  the  aabject  of  diapate^  and  to 
which  the  receiver  waa  a  party,  when  pleaded  in  abatenMnt  of  the  plea 
in  reoonTention,  ia  not  an  answer  to  it. 

Ocldthwaite  and  Etoing,  for  the  appellant. 
Hwtehesonj  Carringtofiy  and  Seara^  for  the  appellee. 

Gainbs,  J.  On  the  nineteenth  day  of  December,  1885|  Wil- 
liam R.  Baker,  as  president  of  the  City  Bank  of  Houston,  and 
one  of  its  largest  stockholders,  and  the  Houston  Insurance 
Company,  another  stockholder,  filed  a  petition  in  the  district 
court  of  Harris  County  against  certain  of  its  creditors  and 
other  stockholders,  alleging  its  insolvency,  and  praying  for  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver  and  for  the  collection  and  distribu- 
tion of  its  assets  among  the  holders  of  claims  against  it,  ac- 
cording to  their  respective  priorities;  and  on  the  same  day 
appellee  Weems  was  appointed  receiver  in  accordance  with  the 
prayer  of  the  petition,  and  has  since  been  acting  under  direc- 
tion of  the  court  in  that  capacity.  By  a  course  of  dealing, 
kept  up  during  a  series  of  years  by  the  insolvent  corporation 
and  the  Continental  National  Bank  of  New  York,  the  New 
York  bank  had  discounted  the  paper  of  the  Houston  bank, 
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and  joBt  before  it  fell  due  had  forwarded  it  to  the  latter  *'  torn 
coUectioa  and  retams." 

Immediately  before  its  fedlure,  the  Houston  bank  had  re-^ 
ceived  a  large  amotmt  of  paper  so  discounted  for  it  by  th» 
New  York  bank,  and  had  collected  it  in  part  and  placed  th» 
proceeds  to  the  credit  of  the  latter.  For  others  of  their  notea 
the  Houston  bank  had  received  renewals,  which  were  die* 
counted  by  other  banks  in  New  York,  and  the  proceeds  appliecK 
to  the  payment  of  its  debts.  On  the  third  day  of  September^ 
1886,  appellant  intervened  in  the  original  suit,  claiming  to  ba- 
a  creditor  of  the  City  Bank  of  Houston,  and  claiming  a  pri- 
ority of  payment  out  of  the  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver^ 
of  the  amount  due  to  it  by  reason  of  the  colleetion  and  appro^ 
priation  of  the  proceeds  of  the  notes  sent  by  it  to  the  Houston 
bank.  The  receiver  resisted  the  claim,  denying  complainant'9 
right  to  priority,  and  answered  Airther  that  the  City  Bank  be- 
fore  its  failure  had  sent  to  the  Continental  Bank  several  piom- 
issory  notes  for  sums  amounting  in  the  a^jregate  to  over 
twenty  thousand  dollars,  to  be  discounted;  that  the  latter 
refused  to  discount  the  notes,  but  retained  them  without  au- 
thority, and  had  then  collected  some  of  them  and  were  pro- 
ceeding to  collect  the  others.  To  this  counterclaim  complain- 
ant replied,  setting  up  a  lien  upon  the  notes  to  secure  the- 
payment  of  a  general  balance  due  it  from  the  City  Bank  at. 
the  time  of  its  failure.  Upon  the  trial  of  the  issue  so  pre- 
sented, the  court  gave  judgment,  disallowing  the  claim  of  pri- 
ority, but  allowing  the  claim  of  the  Continental  Bank  as  la 
general  creditor,  and  awarding  a  recovery  against  it  in  favor 
of  the  receiver  for  the  full  amount  of  the  notes  claimed  by  him. 
to  have  been  converted  by  it,  less  about  five  thousand  dollars 
paid  upon  drafts  of  the  City  Bank  upon  it  after  the  paper 
went  into  its  hands.  The  judgment  fiurtber  provided  that  the 
Continental  Bank  should  deliver  up  the  notes  or  their  proceeds, 
to  the  receiver  within  thirty  days,  and  that,  upon  its  failure  to 
do  so,  the  judgment  i^ainst  it  should  be  charged  against  it» 
dividends,  and  that  the  receiver  should  have  execution  against 
it  for  the  balance.  From  this  decree  the  Continental  National 
Bank  has  brought  this  appeal. 

The  first  assignment  is  in  substance,  that  the  court  erred  ia 
deciding  that  appellant  was  not  entitled  to  have  the  amount 
of  the  notes  sent  by  it  to  the  City  Bank  for  collection  paid  ixh 
foil  firom  the  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver.  The  evidence 
shows  that  some  of  these  notes,  amounting  to  about  five  thour 
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Band  dollare,  were  collected  by  the  City  Bank  and  were  mingled 
with  its  funds  after  being  credited  to  appellant,  and  that  others 
were  renewed,  and  the  renewed  paper  discounted  in  New  York 
for  account  of  the  City  Bank, — the  proceeds  going  to  pay  its 
debts.  The  first  question  to  be  determined  is,  whether  under 
the  agreement  and  the  course  of  dealing  between  the  two, 
the  collecting  bank  is  to  be  decreed  the  trustee  of  the  funds 
reoeiyed  by  it  upon  the  notes  which  were  paid,  and  of  the 
renewed  obligations  which  were  taken  in  lieu  of  those  which 
were  not  paid.  Before  the  trial  an  agreed  statement  of  facts 
was  signed  by  the  counsel  representing  the  parties,  and  filed 
among  the  papers  in  the  case.  The  agreement  appended  to 
the  statement  is  as  follows:  "The  matters  and  facts  set  forth 
in  the  foregoing  eight  pages  are,  for  the  purposes  of  the  trial  of 
the  above-entitled  cause,  admitted  to  be  true  and  correct,  and 
may  be  read  in  evidence  upon  the  trial  of  said  cause,  the 
parties  thereto  reserving  the  right  to  introduce  such  additional 
evidence,  not  inconsistent  with  the  foregoing,  as  may  be  de- 
sired." The  agreed  statement  contains  the  following  para- 
graph: "  That  in  the  course  of  dealings  between  the  City  Bank 
and  complainant,  the  latter  was  in  the  habit  of  discounting 
notes  for  the  City  Bank  and  of  forwarding  the  same  on  ma- 
turity to  the  City  Bank  for  collection  and  return,  with  an  un- 
derstanding that  the  proceeds  of  such  discount  notes  should 
be  preserved  by  said  City  Bank  as  the  property  of  the  com- 
plainant, and  returned  to  it  as  such."  The  agreement  further 
shows  that  the  notes  last  referred  to  were  received  by  the  City 
Bank  "  for  collection  and  return  of  proceeds." 

We  think  these  facts  settle  the  question  of  trust  in  the 
affirmative.  If  the  securities  had  been  sent  for  collection 
merely,  the  proceeds  to  be  credited  to  the  New  York  bank,  it 
is  clear  that  after  their  collection  the  relation  of  debtor  and 
'Creditor  would  have  subsisted,  and  the  latter  would  have  no 
claim  upon  the  funds.  But  by  the  understanding  between  the 
banks  and  the  actual  transaction  between  the  parties  as  shown 
by  the  agreed  evidence,  a  special  agency  was  created,  and  the 
city  bank  bad  no  authority  to  hold  and  credit  the  proceeds  of 
the  notes,  but  was  bound  to  remit  them  immediately  to  its  cor- 
respondent This  principle  was  clearly  recognized  by  this 
court  in  the  case  of  City  Bank  of  Sherman  v.  Wetsa^  67  Tex. 
831,  and  is  sustained  by  the  great  weight  of  authority,  as  ap- 
pears from  the  citations  in  the  opinion  in  that  case. 

But  it  is  insisted  by  counsel  for  appellee  that  there  is  other 
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evidence  in  the  record,  not  inconsistent  with  the  agreement, 
which  shows  that  the  relation  of  dehtor  and  creditor,  and  not 
that  of  trustee  and  cestui  que  trusty  was  created  by  the  transac- 
tion.   We  think,  however,  that  any  evidence  to  show  this  fact 
in  the  face  of  the  explicit  statement  in  the  admitted  proof 
would  be  inconsistent  with  the  agreement,  and  should  have 
been  disregarded  by  the  court,  whether  objected  to  or  not.    But 
we  do  not  regard  the  evidence  relied  on  as  being  in  conflict  with 
that  in  the  agreed  statement.    The  receiver,  who  was  cashier 
of  the  insolvent  bank  for  many  years  previous  to  its  faUure, 
testified  to  the  efiSoct  that  in  previous  transactions  of  a  like 
character  it  had  been  the  habit  of  his  bank  to  collect  and 
credit  the  proceeds  of  the  discount  notes  sent  to  it  for  collec- 
tion.   But  appellant  showed,  on  the  other  hand,  by  the  testi- 
mony of  ita  president,  that  in  discounting  paper  for  its 
customers  at  a  distance,  it  was  the  custom  to  charge  interest 
after  the  maturity  of  the  paper  to  allow  for  the  transmission 
to  it  of  the  proceeds  after  collection  as  well  as  exchange  on  the 
amount,  and  that  in  order  to  avoid  these  charges,  the  City 
Bank  agreed  to  keep  with  the  New  York  bank  sufficient  funds 
to  meet  the  discounts  as  they  matured,  and  that  in  all  previous 
transactions  this  promise  had  been  complied  with.    As  long 
as  the  dtj  Bank  kept  with  its  correspondent  a  sufficient  sum 
to  cover  the  amount  of  the  discounted  paper  as  it  fell  due,  it 
had  the  right  to  the  proceeds  when  collected,  for  it  had  then 
mtually  taken  up  the  securities.    We  do  not  see  how  the  con- 
elusion  can  be  drawn  from  this,  that  it  was  entitled  to  credit 
its  collections  when  it  had  no  funds  in  the  hands  of  the  New 
Tork  bank  to  make  good  its  account,  as  was  shown  to  be  the 
fitct  in  this  particular  transaction. 

Had  appellant  permitted  this,  it  nught  as  well  have  ex- 
tended credit  to  the  Houston  bank  in  the  first  instance  with- 
out security,  which  the  testimony  shows  it  was  very  careful  to 
avoid.  It  may  be  inferred  from  the  receiver's  testimony  that 
bis  bank  did  not  always  have  funds  with  its  correspondent  to 
cover  its  discounts  at  maturity.  But  he  also  testified  that  in 
every  instance  its  account  was  immediately  made  good.  As 
this  was  all  the  appellant  could  have  legally  demanded,  it  is 
not  seen  that  the  £act  of  his  crediting  the  proceeds  of  the  dis- 
counted notes  returned  for  collection  in  such  cases  could  have 
affected  appellant's  right  as  to  future  cases,  under  their  ex- 
press agreement,  or  under  the  restrictive  indorsement  made 
upon  the  notes  in  the  particular  instance  now  under  considera- 
tioD. 
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We  think  therefore  that  when  the  City  Bank  collected  these 
laat  notes,  it  acted  in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  and  reodved  the 
proceeds  in  trust  for  the  Continental  National  Bank,  and  that 
it  was  its  duty  to  remit  them  to  the  latter.    This  brings  us  to 
the  further  question  whether,  under  the  circumstances  of  this 
case,  they  were  divested  of  their  character  of  trust  funds  when 
they  were  placed  by  the  collecting  bank  in  its  yaults  and 
there  mingled  with  its  other  moneys.     It  is  a  principle  of 
equity  long  recognized  and  applied  that  when  one  who  is  in- 
trusted with  the  money  of  another  invests  it  in  property,  the 
cMui  que  truit  may  follow  the  funds,  and  fixing  upon  the 
property  the  character  of  the  original  trust,  may  claim  it  as 
his  own:  Ryall  v.  £o2b,  1  Atk.  172;  ScoU  v.  Immany  4  Wells, 
400;  Burdett  v.  WiUett,  2  Ver.  638.    But  in  an  early  case  it 
was  said:  ''But  if  the  factor  have  money  it  shall  be  looked 
upon  as  the  fact^'s  estate,  and  must  first  answer  the  debt  of 
a  superior  creditor;  ....  for  in  regard  that  money  has  no 
ear-mark,  equity  cannot  follow  that  in  behalf  of  him  that  em* 
ployed  the  factor  ":  WhiUombe  v.  Jaeob^  1  Salk.  160.    The  idea 
thus  suggested  seems  long  to  have  prevailed  in  the  courts  of 
England.    But  at  a  later  day  a  difierent  doctrine  has  been 
established  in  these  courts:  Taylor  v.  Humeri  3  Maule  A  S. 
562;  PenneU  v.  DeffeU,  4  De  Oez,  M.  &  G.  872;  KnatehbM  v. 
HaUetty  L.  R.  18  Ch.  Div.  696;  and  has  generally  been  ap- 
plied in  the  courts  of  last  resort  in  this  country  in  the  more 
recent  oases:  Naiional  Bank  v.  Insurance  Co.,  104  U.  8.  64; 
Broechue  v.  Morganj  5  Cent.  L.  J.  63  (Tenn.) ;  People  v.  Roeheeier 
Banhy  96  N.  Y.  82;  Harrieon  v.  Smith,  83  Mo.  210;  53  Am. 
Bep.  671;  StoUer  v.  Coaies,  88  Mo.  514;   Peak  v.  EUieoU,  80 
Kan.  156;  46  Am.  Rep.  90. 

The  rule  thus  followed  in  the  cases  last  cited  we  think 
founded  upon  the  better  reason.  Where  the  trustee  kept  the 
fund  separate,  and  the  original  money  was  capable  of  being 
identified,  there  never  was  any  question.  The  dictum  above 
quoted  is  not  understood  as  having  been  applied  to  such  a 
case.  It  is  where  the  trustee  has  mingled  the  trust  money 
with  the  mass  of  his  other  funds  that  the  difficulty  arises.  It 
may  be  that  when  the  entire  mass  is  once  paid  away,  the  right 
to  claim  a  trust  in  any  money  or  property  is  forever  lost.  But 
if,  as  in  the  present  case,  throughout  all  the  trustee's  dealings 
with  the  funds  so  mingled  together,  he  keeps  on  hand  a  suffi- 
dent  sum  to  cover  the  amount  of  the  tnist  money,  we  think 
U  capable  of  demonstration  that  the  trust  should  attach  to  the 
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balance  that  is  found  to  remain  in  his  hands.  Let  ns  take 
the  case  before  us  for  an  illustration.  It  is  shown  by  the  eri- 
dence  tfast  after  the  bank  received  the  money,  amounting  to 
about  fiye  thousand  dollars,  its  cash  assets  were  never  reduced 
below  the  sum  of  six  thousand  dollars  until  they  went  into 
the  receiver's  hands.  Even  admitting  that,  in  course  of  its 
transactions,  this  identical  money  was  paid  out  by  the  bank 
to  its  uttermost  farthing,  yet  we  know  that  every  dollar  so 
expended  left  its  representative  and  exact  equivident  in  the 
vault  from  which  it  was  taken;  and  that,  when  again  the 
money  so  left  was  expended,  it  left  in  turn  its  equivalent  be- 
hind it.  We  see,  therefore,  that  whatever  changes  may  have 
taken  place  in  the  funds  from  the  receipts  and  expenditures 
of  the  bank,  the  balance  left  at  the  date  of  its  failure  was  the 
reealt  of  the  proceeds  of  the  notes  to  the  extent  to  which  such 
balance  was  thereby  increased;  and  that  the  cash  which  went 
into  the  hands  of  the  receiver  should  be  deemed  the  representa- 
tiTe  of  those  proceeds,  and  impressed  with  the  trust  character 
which  pertamed  to  them.  The  equity  would  have  been  no 
stronger  if  the  CSty  Bank  had  used  appellant's  money  in  the 
purchase  of  bonds  or  other  securities,  which  were  fbund  in  its 
vaults  and  identified,  and  if  appellant  were  now  seeking  to 
reoorer  the  securities  so  bought. 

For  the  reaecns  given,  we  are  clearly  of  the  opinion  that 
appellant  was  entitled  to  priority  of  payment  for  the  proceeds 
of  the  notes  collected  by  the  City  Bank.  But  we  think  that 
the  claim  for  full  payment  of  the  notes  renewed  and  redis- 
counted  by  it  stands  upon  a  very  difierent  ground.  The 
agreed  evidence  shows  that  these  renewed  obligations  were 
indorsed  by  the  City  Bank,  and  deposited  as  collateral  with 
banking  houses  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  were  paid  to  the 
holders  either  in  whole  or  in  part.  As  to  the  one  which  was 
only  partially  paid,  the  agreement  recites  'Hhat  said  renewal 
note  to  the  amount  of  $1,250  went  to  pay  the  debt  of  said  City 
Bank,  and  benefited  its  estate  accordingly."  As  to  the  other 
two,  the  language  in  reference  to  the  disposal  of  the  proceeds 
is  a  little  diflbrent,  but  we  presume  it  means  the  same  thing. 
We  therefore  deduce  from  the  admitted  facts  that  with  the 
proceeds  of  the  notes  now  under  consideration  obligations  of 
the  insolvent  bank  were  discharged,  and  that  no  other  bene- 
fit accrued  to  its  estate.  Now,  then,  the  question  is,  Has  the 
appellant  a  lien  upon  the  general  assets  in  the  hands  of  the 
reoeiver  for  the  proceeds  so  appropriated?   We  think  not.    To 
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hold  the  affinnatiye  of  this  proposition  would  be  to  declare 
that  every  one  who  receives  the  money  of  another  in  a  fiduciary 
capacity,  and  expends  it  in  the  payment  of  his  own  debts, 
thereby  creates  a  lien  upon  his  entire  estate  in  fiivor  of  the 
owner  of  the  money  so  expended.  But  this  is  clearly  con- 
trary to  the  doctrine  of  constructive  trusts.  The  true  rule  is, 
that  the  trust  estate  must  be  clearly  traced  into  other  specific 
property,  in  order  that  the  cestui  que  tnui  may  claim  either 
the  property  itself  or  a  lien  upon  it.  This  is  the  doctrine  uni- 
formly applied  in  the  older  cases,  and  laid  down  by  the  text- 
books upon  the  law  of  trusts:  Perry  v.  FheUpe^  4  Ves.  107; 
Lewis  V.  Madaeks^  17  Id.  48;  Taylor  v.  JPltmer^  8  Maule  &  8. 
662;  PenneU  v.  Deffdlj  4  De  Gex,  M.  &  6.  872;  KnatchbuU  v. 
HaUeti,  L.  R.  13  Ch.  Div.  696;  Pharie  v.  Leaehman^  SO  Ala. 
662;  Noble  v.  Andrewa,  87  Conn.  846;  2  Perry  on  Trusts,  sees. 
886  et  seq.;  2  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  sec  1268;  2  Pomeroy's  Eq. 
Jur.,  sec.  1061. 

We  have  a  line  of  decisions  in  our  own  court  which  we  think 
have  an  important  bearing  upon  the  question  befiire  us.  It  ia 
held  that  the  wife  may  follow  through  all  its  mutations  the 
proceeds,  in  the  hands  of  the  husband,  of  her  separate  estate 
converted  by  him,  and  claim  the  property  into  which  they 
have  been  invested.  But  at  the  same  time  it  has  been  repeat- 
edly decided  that,  to  enable  her  to  do  so,  the  proceeds  must  be 
clearly  and  distinctly  traced:  Rase  v.  Houston,  11  Tex.  824;  62 
Am.  Dec.  478;  Chapman  v.  AUen^  16  Tex.  278;  Love  v.  Robert- 
eon,  7  Id.  6;  66  Am.  Dec.  41;  King  v.  OiUeland,  60  Tex.  271; 
Olaseeoek  v.  Hamilton,  62  Id.  148.  This  results  from  an  appli- 
cation of  the  doctrine  of  constructive  trusts  to  the  separate 
property  of  the  wife  in  the  hands  of  the  husband.  The  prin- 
cipal, where  money  has  been  misapplied  by  his  agent,  occu- 
pies with  us  no  higher  ground  than  the  married  woman  whoee 
husband  has  misappropriated  hers;  and  our  courts  have  never 
held  that  the  wife,  in  the  latter  case,  is  entitled  to  priority  of 
payment  out  of  the  husband's  estate  as  against  his  general 
creditors.  This  is  shown  by  the  case  of  Richardson  v.  JSuteft- 
insy  68  Id.  81,  in  which  the  wife  recovered  a  large  judgment 
against  her  husband's  executor  for  her  separate  property,  used 
by  him  in  the  pajrment  of  his  debts,  but  recovered  only  as  a 
general  creditor. 

The  appellant's  claim  for  priority  as  to  the  funds  which  went 
into  the  vaults  of  the  bank  also  has  a  materially  difierent  efiect 
upon  the  rights  of  other  creditors  from  the  claim  we  now  have 
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under  consideration.  As  to  the  former,  we  have  attempted  to 
ihow  that  it  clearly  appears  that  the  direct  equivalent  and 
substitate  for  the  proceeds  of  the  notes  collected  by  the  City 
Bank  went  into  the  hands  of  the  receiver.  The  authorities 
also  hold  that  where  the  trustee  mingles  the  trust  money  with 
Us  own,  whenever  he  pays  out  (leaving  enough  to  cover  the 
trust  fund),  he  is  presumed  to  pay  out  his  own  money:  Knateh-^ 
hiU  V.  HaUettf  supra;  NiUional  Bank  v.  Imuranee  Co,,,  iupra. 
Upon  whichsoever  ground  we  put  it,  the  proceeds  of  the  col- 
lected  notes  are  traced  into  the  bank  vault,  and  their  specific 
BQbstitute  found  there  and  distinctly  pointed  out;  and  it  works 
no  injury  to  the  general  creditors  to  require  the  receiver  to  pay 
back  money  which  never  belonged  to  the  bank.  On  the  oUier 
hand,  to  allow  a  like  priority  for  payment  for  the  conversion 
of  renewed  notes  would  be  to  diminish  the  assets  which  the 
insolvent  bank  both  legally  and  equitably  owed  to  repay  trust 
money  which  merely  went  to  pay  its  debts.  These  payments 
may  have  gone  to  benefit  its  estate  in  one  sense,  but  they  did 
not  contribute  to  swell  the  assets. 

The  decisions  relied  upon  by  appellant's  counsel  to  support 
their  position  upon  this  question  can  hardly  be  deemed  appli- 
cable to  the  facts  of  the  present  case.  It  remains  to  notice 
them  briefly. 

The  case  of  Brocehua  v.  Morgan  and  of  National  Bank  v. 
Inmranee  Co,j  supra,  sustain  appellant's  claim  of  property  for 
the  proceeds  of  the  collected  notes,  but  are  not  authority  upon 
the  present  question.  In  Peak  v.  Ellieotty  30  Kan.  156,  People 
V.  Bank,  96  N.  Y.  82,  Harrison  v.  Smith,  88  Mo.  210,  StoUer  v. 
Coates,  88  Id.  514,  the  trust  funds  were  traced  directly  into 
the  huids  of  the  unfaithful  agents,  and  went  to  increase  their 
assets,  if  they  did  not  appear,  as  in  the  case  of  the  renewed 
notes  now  under  discussion,  to  have  been  applied  merely 
to  the  payment  of  debts.  So,  also,  in  MeLeod  v.  Evans,  66 
Wis.  401.  There  the  draft,  which  was  held  to  have  been  re- 
ceived in  trust,  was  wrongfully  sent  by  the  banker  to  a  corre* 
apcmdent,  was  collected  by  the  latter,  and  its  proceeds  drawn 
out  by  the  fiduciary  on  his  own  checks.  In  these  cases,  the 
doctrine  has  been  so  extended  as  to  give  priority  from  the  gen- 
eral assets  of  the  bank,  on  the  ground  that  these  assets  have 
been  swelled  by  the  trust  funds,  although  it  was  not  shown 
that  a  su£Bcient  amount  of  cash  remained  on  hand  to  cover 
the  latter.  With  the  greatest  deference  to  the  courts  who  de- 
cided these  cases,  we  are  constrained  to  differ  with  them  upon 
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ibis  point,  and  to  hold  that  in  order  to  fix  the  trust  upon  any 
part  of  the  aMeta,  the  particnlar  property  into  wMoh  the  trust 
may  have  been  converted  must  be  pointed  oat  with  at  least 
practical  definitenees  and  certainty. 

Appellant  next  complains  of  the  action  of  the  oonrt  below 
in  charging  it  with  the  notes  sent  to  it  by  the  City  Bank  fior 
discount  The  facts  in  regard  to  this  matter  are  in  brief: 
The  City  Bank  sent  the  notes  to  the  appellant  to  be  di^ 
counted,  and  to  have  the  proceeds  placed  to  its  credit  accord* 
ing  to  a  previous  course  of  dealing  between  them*  Appellant 
refused  to  discount  the  paper,  and  so  notified  its  correspond* 
ent,  but  before  the  note  was  received  by  the  latter,  not  doubt- 
ing that  the  paper  would  be  discounted,  it  drew  upon  appellant 
to  the  amount  of  about  five  thousand  dollars.  Appellant  paid 
these  drafts,  relying  upon  the  notes  for  reimbursement  It  is 
now  contended  that  it  has  a  Uen  upon  this  paper  for  the  pay- 
ment, not  only  of  the  five  thousand  dollars  so  paid,  but  also 
for  its  general  balance  on  account  against  its  correspondent 
This  proposition  cannot  be  maintained.  It  is  frequentiy  said 
that  a  banker  has  a  lien  upon  the  funds  in  his  hands  for  the 
indebtedness  of  his  customers;  and  it  is  argued  that  the  rule 
applies  unless  there  is  an  agreement  to  the  contrary.  But  we 
understand  the  rule  to  be,  that  in  order  to  give  such  lien,  there 
must  be  a  contract  for  that  purpose,  either  express  or  implied. 
^*The  credit  must  be  given  on  the  credit  of  the  securities  or 
valuables  either  in  possession  or  expectancy:  RusieU  v.  Had^ 
duek,  8  Gilm.  283;  44  Am.  Dec.  698.  This  is  the  extent  of 
the  banker's  lien '':  FauHh  Nat.  Bank  v.  City  Nat.  Bank,  68 
111.  898;  see  also  Jarvis  v.  Rogers^  15  Mass.  889;  Lucas  v.  Dor^ 
fien^  7  Taunt.  279.  In  the  case  last  cited  a  bond  was  pre- 
sented to  a  banker  by  his  customer  as  collateral  for  a  loan, 
which  the  banker  declined  to  accept,  and  it  was  casually  left 
with  him.  It  was  held  he  had  no  lien  upon  it  So  in  this 
case  the  appellant,  having  refused  the  paper,  had  no  right  to 
hold  it,  and  should  have  returned  it  Having  fiiiled  to  do  so, 
it  has  no  lien  except  for  the  amount  of  the  drafts  paid,  after 
the  paper  was  received. 

We  think,  however,  the  court  erred  in  rendering  judgment 
against  appellant  for  the  full  value  of  the  notes,  although  it 
decreed  that  the  judgment  might  be  satisfied  by  turning  over 
to  the  receiver  such  as  had  not  been  collected,  together  with 
the  proceeds  of  those  which  had  been  paid.  A  proper  judg- 
ment would  have  been  to  charge  appellant  in  the  account  witii 
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the  moneys  colleeled  upon  the  paper  and  with  the  Tafaie  of  to 
mnch  of  it  as  remained  unpaid,  to  be  set  off  by  the  amount 
of  the  drafts  drawn  upon  the  appellant  by  the  City  Bank  after 
the  notes  were  forwarded  for  discount 

We  think  what  we  have  said  sufficient  to  dispose  of  the 
leading  propositions  in  the  case.  The  other  questions  pre- 
sented relate  mainly  to  the  right  of  the  receiver  to  reconvene 
in  the  action  brought  against  him  in  the  court  below.  We  are 
of  opinion  that  although  this  proceeding  was  an  intervention 
in  another  suit,  and  was  a  mere  outgrowth  of  the  original 
action,  yet  appellant  having  sought  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  to  establish  equities  against  the  estate  in  the  hands  <A 
the  receiver,  it  was  proper  to  allow  the  latter  to  reconvene  and 
set  up  all  the  rights  of  the  insolvent  corporation  growing  out 
of  a  continued  course  of  dealing  under  one  general  agreement. 
It  was  not  error  for  the  court  to  adjust  the  equities  between 
the  two  banks,  and  to  state  the  amount,  and  to  give  judgment 
£Dr  any  balance  found  in  favor  of  the  insolvent  bank.  The 
fact  of  other  suits  pending  in  another  tribunal  upon  some  of 
the  notes,  to  which  the  reoeiver  was  a  party,  and  in  which  the 
titie  wafl  being  contested,  pleaded  in  abatement  of  the  plea  in 
reoonvention,  was  not  an  answer  to  it.  All  pairties  at  interest 
being  before  the  court,  this  case  was  a  proper  proceeding  in 
which  to  settie  all  matters  in  dispute  between  appellant  and 
the  receiver  growing  out  of  the  transactions  between  the  two 
banks.  Upon  the  renditi<m  of  a  judgment  against  the  com- 
plainant for  the  value  of  the  notes  in  this  suit,  its  titie  to 
them  would  beoome  perfect,  and  there  would  exist  no  obstacle 
to  the  prosecution  of  the  suits  for  their  collection  which  it  had 
already  instituted. 

For  the  errors  pointed  out,  the  judgment  will  be  reversed 
and  the  cause  remanded,  with  instructions  to  the  lower  court 
to  hear  evidence  as  to  the  value  of  the  notes  sent  to  appellant 
for  discoont  and  not  discounted  at  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the 
appdlec's  plea  in  reconventiou,  and  to  charge  appellant  with 
such  value  instead  of  the  face  value  as  in  the  former  judg- 
ment, to  allow  ajqiellant's  claim  for  pricuity  of  payment  oift 
of  the  assets  in  Uie  receiver's  hands  to  the  amount  of  the 
noftBB  sent  to  tiie  Cify  Bank  for  collection,  and  oolleoted  by 
it,  but  not  for  those  renewed  and  redisoounted,  and  In  all 
ether  roqpects  to  state  tiie  accmmt  as  befeie,  and  to  give  judg- 
ment accordingly. 


96  McCuLLocH  V.  McCuLLOCH.  [Texai^ 

Lmr  ov  BAxnE  uvoh  Bills  Ihdobsid  ior  Ooludorox  st  Cobbb- 
nmrDDio  Bahx  ii  fully  treated  in  the  note  to  Jfannfe  Am.  BodbT.  Bai^i^ 
4  Am.  8t.  Bep.  802-204. 

LXABZLCTT   OF   PXBSON    AOIXHO    ZN    FDOOUBT   CAFAIBIT   BOB    LOBi    OB 

FUKDS:  Cb^  ▼.  Awnfitt;  97  Am.  Deo.  449.    Trust  fundi  mvit  be  kef* 
ante  from  private  fonde  of  the  tnutee»  or  ho  wiU  be  liaUo  in  oaao  of 
Id.,  and  Bote  466;  and  see  HTUB^  ▼.  J^,  78  Id.  286^  aDdBoteSK 
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L«0  TBZAB,  082.1 

DxvoBCOL  —  Huhbamd's  PmnoN  to  havb  Mabbuob  CknraBAor  Av* 
HULLBDb  becsoie  hie  wife  gave  birth  to  a  folly  dovoloped  child  oo 
soon  after  marriage  as  to  render  it  oertain  that  it  wae  begotten  prior  to 
marriage^  will  not  be  granted,  nnlees  evidenoe  is  prodnoed  by  him  Balft- 
oient  to  ovoroomo  the  l^gal  preenmption  that  ho  is  tho  fatter  of  tho 
ehild. 

Smr  tor  divorce.    The  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 
Cooper  and  Moorcy  for  the  appellant. 

WiLUB,  C.  J.  This  is  a  suit  for  divoroe  brought  by  the  ap- 
pellant against  the  appellee,  he  alleging  that  he  was  married 
to  her  on  the  4th  of  March,  1886,  and  that  they  lived  together 
as  man  and  wife  till  the  SOth  of  August  thereafter,  and  that 
on  the  20th  of  June,  1886,  three  and  one  half  months  after 
their  marriage,  she  gave  birth  to  a  fully  developed  child,  and 
that  he  did  not  know  until  its  birth  but  that  it  was  his  child. 
He  claimed  that  the  fact  of  her  pregnancy  was  not  made  known 
to  him  by  his  wife  before  their  marriage;  that  she  had  thereby 
perpetrated  a  fraud  upon  him;  and  that  her  condition  at  mar^ 
riage  was  an  impediment  that  rendered  the  contract  of  mar- 
riage void.  The  marriage,  and  birth  of  a  seven  or  eight 
months'  child  within  three  and  a  half  months  thereafter, 
were  proved;  and  it  was  shown  by  two  witnesses  that  they 
were  present  at  the  marriage  and  did  not  notice  that  the  ap- 
pellee was  pregnant,  and  it  was  shown  that  the  appellant 
lived  with  her  as  a  husband  until  some  time  afiter  the  birth 
of  the  child,  and  theh  left  her;  but,  upon  leaving,  tried  to 
persuade  her  to  go  with  him. 

The  court  below  refused  the  divorce,  and  the  plaintiff  ap- 
pealed. There  was  no  proof  as  to  who  was  the  &ther  of  the 
child,  and  in  such  cases  the  presumption  is,  that  it  is  the  child 
of  the  husband:  Reynolda  v.  Reynolds^  3  Allen,  610;  Hemmen- 
way  V.  Towner,  1  Id.  209;  PhiUipe  v.  AUen,  2  Id.  453. 
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presumption  ehonld  be  overcome  by  some  proof  to  the  con- 
tnuy;  bat  in  this  case  the  evidence  tended  rather  to  strengthen 
the  presnmption.  The  appellant  and  appellee  associated  to- 
gether for  a  year  before  the  marriage,  and  during  a  portion  of 
the  time  were  engaged  to  be  married.  There  is  no  evidence 
to  show  that  she  kept  company  with  any  other  man  daring 
that  period,  or  that  any  one  else  was  suspected  of  improper 
intimacy  with  her.  After  the  marriage,  too,  the  appellant 
lived  with  her  as  a  husband  for  a  considerable  period,  daring 
which  he  most  have  known  that  she  was  with  child,  and  must 
have  known,  too,  that  it  had  been  begotten  before  the  mar- 
riage. Yet  he  made  no  complaint  or  inquiry  as  to  her  situ- 
ation, but  acted  in  all  respects  as  the  father  of  the  child 
would  have  done  under  like  circumstances.  Continuing  to 
acknowledge  such  a  person  as  his  wife  was  almost  proof  posi- 
tive that  th^  child  was  his  own,  or  that  he  believed  and  had 
good  reason  to  believe  this  to  be  a  fact.  It  is  true  that  the 
appellant  alleges  that  because  of  his  youth  and  inexperience 
he  did  not  know  anything  about  such  matters,  and  did  not 
know  that  the  child  was  not  his  until  after  it  was  bom.  But 
there  is  no  proof  on  this  subject;  and  the  presumption  from 
the  allegation  itself  is  that  he  believed  the  child  to  be  his  un- 
til its  appearance  convinced  him  to  the  contrary.  But  the 
evidence  showed  that  he  tried  to  persuade  his  wife  to  go  and 
live  with  him  after  the  child  was  bom,  which  tends  to  show 
that  he  still  believed  it  to  be  his  own. 

It  is  settled  law  that  the  husband  cannot  have  the  marriage 
annulled  because  the  wife  was  with  child  by  him  at  the  date 
of  the  marriage.  If  a  condition  of  pregnancy  at  that  time  is, 
under  any  circumstances,  an  impediment  to  marriage,  it  must 
be  because  it  will  impose  upon  the  husband  a  spurious  off- 
spring: Reynolds  v.  ReyncldSj  mipra.  If  it  on  the  contrary 
yields  him  as  the  first  fruits  a  child  of  which  he  is  the  father, 
the  contract  cannot  be  annulled,  as  its  object  is  in  no  wise  de- 
feated. All  the  rights  and  privileges  to  which  the  husband  is 
entitled  are  secured  to  him,  and  he  cannot  complain  of  the 
consequences  of  his  own  misconduct,  especially  when  it  has 
done  him  no  injury.  These  principles  are  abundantly  sup- 
ported by  authority,  and  need  not  be  further  elaborated:  See 
preceding  authorities;  also  Long  v.  Long,  77  N.  C.  304;  24 
Am.  Rep.  449. 

The  presumption,  strengthened  by  proof,  being  that  the  ap- 
pellant was  the  author  of  the  concUtion  of  the  wife  at  mar- 

▲m.  St.  Bbp..  Vol  V.— 7 
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riage  for  which  he  seeks  to  annul  it,  and  no  proof  to  the 
•contraiy  having  been  produced,  we  think  he  showed  no 
^grounds  for  divorce,  and  the  court  below  prcyperly  refbsed  to 
4;rant  his  petition.    The  judgment  is  affirmed. 


BVBB¥  RSASONABLB  PUSUMPTIOy  D  ImMTLOlD  Of  FaVOI  OV 

xor  Cirn.i>Bm,  when  oaUed  into  qnestion:  Jokmmm  ▼.  JckMom,  77  An.  Deo. 
328;  DemUcmY.  Page,  72  Id.  644;  WrisfhiY.  JTIdb^  eo  Id.  687;  and  to  icpd 
tiiiB  preramption,  the  eyidenoe  must  be  eleer  and  pontiTe:  Id.;  aad  eee 
Wrigki  ▼.  Hkki,  66  Id.  461. 

Man  Who  IffAHRnw  Woman  ENownro  Est  to  bs  PttHXAST  sr  Av- 
onoB  D  Alonb  LxABLB  tot  the  sapport  of  the  chfld:  SiaH  v.  AftoMidkr, 
49Am.Bep.  146. 

DBOLAXATIOVS  or  PaBSTO  abb    hot  AmOSBIBLB  TO  BASCABUBB  ISBOl^ 

€f  the  merrtage  be  proved  or  admitted:  Oranqford  ▼.  BhMmm,  71  Am,  Daa 
^23;  Damimmr.  Page,  72  Id.  644;  oompare  Haddoekw.  Bodmate,  JL  S.  Ox, 
«1  Id.  666. 

Fbaub  of  Wm  nr  not  DoGLOsmo  PBaoHAHor  at  Cna  ov  Mabbiaob 
"waa  held  no  oanae  for  divorce  hi  Long  ▼.  Longf  24  Abl  Eap.  440;  but  aee  tba 
oote  thereto^  WS^  468-466^  dtmg  other  caaea  ahowing  variooa  ndioga  vpoa 
tiiiapointi 


BaBNBTT  V*   ViNOBNT. 

fBDomnoN  Salb — Pubohabb  Subjbct  to  EQumia. -t- Where  the  owner 
of  a  Judgment^  under  which  land  ia  sold  at  execation  aale,  beeomea  the 
pnrdhaaer  at  anoh  aale,  and  credita  the  porohaae-money  of  the  land  npon 
hia  execation,  he  takes  the  land  charged  with  all  the  eqnitiea  to  whidi 
it  ia  aabject,  and  aoqnirea  no  title  under  the  exeontum  aale  aa  againat  a 
elaimant  in  poaaoarion,  who  had  paid  parohaBe-mooey  and  made  ▼alnable 
Improvementa,  onder  a  parol  contract;  and  thia  ia  ao  although  the  judg- 
ment debtor  waa  the  apparent  owner  of  the  land  when  the  debt  waa  ooq- 
traotedy  and  when  the  judgment  waa  rendered. 

KNnnBOB.^  TssmcoirT  Imfbopsblt  Adidttbd  ih  Pboov  ov  Faot  d  Habm- 
XASi  BBB0B9  if  the  aame  fact  waa  proved  by  other  evidanoa  wfaioh 
competent  and  uncontradicted. 

AonoN  of  trespass  to  try  title.    The  opinion  states  the 

■/•  Earl  PrestoTij  for  the  appellant. 
W.  W,  Meaeham^  for  the  appellees, 

Willie,  C.  J.  The  appellant  brought  soit  against  Bobert 
Vincent  upon  a  promissory  note,  executed  by  the  latter  Febru- 
4uy  18,  1884,  and  had  an  attachment  levied  on  fifty  acres  of 
>land,  and  at  the  sale  of  the  land  under  the  judgment  obtained 
in  the  suit  bought  it,  crediting  the  purchase-money  upon  the 
execution.    Appellant  then  instituted  this  action  of  trespass 
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to  try  tiilei  for  a  recovery  of  the  land,  against  the  appellees, 
who  were  in  possession.  The  appellee's  claim  to  the  land  is 
substantially  as  follows: — 

In  January,  1871,  Robert  Vincent  and  Sawney  Williams 
bought  of  Robert  Lockhart  five  hundred  acres  of  land,  paying 
in  cash  one  thousand  dollars,  and  giving  notes  for  the  balance 
of  the  purchase-money,  about  four  thousand  dollars.  Robert 
Vincent  and  Sawney  Williams  were  brothers-in-law,  and  the 
former  bad  two  and  the  latter  three  children.  6if  Williams, 
son  of  Sawney,  married  Maria,  a  daughter  of  Robert,  in  1871. 
Lockhart  retained  a  vendor's  lien  for  the  unpaid  purchase* 
money,  and  one  Barker  loaned  the  purchasers  one  thousand 
dollars  they  paid  in  cash.  The  land,  when  bought,  was  un- 
improved; but  the  purchasers  placed  tenants  upon  it  to  clear 
it  up,  and  soon  thereafter  moved  upon  it  themselves,  and  have 
ever  since  resided  upon  the  land.  It  was  the  understanding  be- 
tween Williams  and  Vincent  and  their  children,  made  known 
at  the  time,  that  they  were  to  live  together  upon  the  land  and 
use  their  joint  earnings  to  pay  for  it.  Also,  that  when  paid 
for,  each  child  should  have  fifty  acres  of  land  set  apart  to  him 
by  metes  and  bounds.  When  they  went  on  the  land,  each 
party  selected  a  place  to  settle  and  build  upon  it,  the  defend- 
ant Gif  WilliamB  building  in  1871  on  the  land  selected  for 
bis  wife,  but  he  afterwards  moved  upon  another  tract  selected 
for  himself.  The  Lockhart  debt  was  paid  in  1876,  and  the 
Barker  debt  in  1883,  all  contributing  their  individual  means 
toward  its  payment. 

On  January  14,  1879,  Sawney  Williams  made  a  deed  to  Gif 
Williams  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  acres  of  the  land,  reserving 
the  right  of  possession  during  life;  and  on  August  18,  1882, 
Bobert  Vincent  made  a  deed  to  Maria  Williams  for  fifty  acres 
of  the  land,  for  a  home,  to  revert  to  the  grantee  on  breach  of 
certain  conditions.  This  latter  deed  was  filed  for  record  Oc- 
tober 14, 1882.  Sawney  Williams  and  Robert  Vincent  having 
previously  divided  the  five  hundred  acres  between  themselves, 
on  December  18, 1883,  the  former  deeded  to  Gif  Williams  fifty 
iusres,  and  the  latter  to  his  daughter,  Maria  Williams,  fifty 
iMsrefl,  and  to  his  son  fifty  acres  also,  and  each  a  like  quantity 
to  his  other  children,  the  deeds  describing  the  land  according 
to  a  previous  survey  made  by  one  Berkley,  and  each  party's 
•urey  including  Uie  land  and  improvements  occupied  by 
him.  These  deeds  were  recorded  December  20,  1883.  Har- 
^  Vincent  and  Gif  Williams  lived  on  the  land  set  apart  and 
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afterward  deeded  to  them  with  their  families  continaally  from 
1871  to  the  beginning  of  this  fiuiti  clearing  and  opening  their 
fiirms  at  a  heavy  expense. 

The  note  npon  which  the  attachment  was  sued  out,  under 
which  appellant  claims,  was  given  for  the  balance  due  on 
open  account  for  supplies  furnished  by  Bamett  to  the  elder 
Williams  and  Vincent,  for  themselves  and  their  sons  and 
daughters  and  their  families  during  the  course  of  several 
years,  ending  in  1882  or  1883.  The  purchases  were  made 
with  the  understanding  that  such  supplies  should  be  charged 
to  the  elder  Williams  and  Vincent.  Upon  this  state  of  facts 
the  cause  was  submitted  below  to  the  judge,  who  placed  his 
conclusions  of  law  and  fact  in  the  record,  and  rendered  judg- 
ment for  the  appellees.    Bamett  appealed. 

The  appellant  having  credited  the  purchase-money  of  the 
land  upon  his  execution  took  the  land  charged  with  all  the 
equities  of  the  appellees,  and  subject  to  the  same:  MeKamey 
V.  Tftorp,  61  Tex.  648.  The  equities  of  the  appellees  were 
these:  The  land  had  been  bought  in  the  name  of  their  parents, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  appellees  as  well  as  of  the  nominal  pur- 
chasers. It  was  paid  for  as  well  with  the  means  of  the  ap- 
pellees as  of  their  parents  and  the  other  parties  interested. 
This  made  the  parties  in  whose  names  the  land  was  bought 
trustees  for  the  benefit  of  the  appellees  to  the  extent  of  the 
land  intended  for  them,  and  for  which  they  paid.  This  trust 
was  not  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  it  was  not  necessary, 
therefore,  that  it  should  be  in  writing:  James  v.  Fulcrody  5 
Tex.  512;  65  Am.  Dec.  748. 

The  interest  intended  for  each  of  the  appellees  was  set 
apart  to  him,  and  he  settled  thereon  and  improved  it,  and 
continued  to  reside  on  and  cultivate  tbis  portion  of  land  for 
more  than  ten  years  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit. 
Under  this  state  of  facts  the  appellees  were  entitled  to  demand 
of  their  parents  specific  performance  of  the  contract  under 
which  they  purchased  the  lands;  and  were  also  entitled  to 
hold  it  against  them  under  the  statute  of  limitation  of  ten 
years.  As  against  the  parties  in  whose  names  the  land  was 
bought,  the  appellees  had  a  good  title,  and  of  this  their  poe- 
session  put  all  others  on  notice. 

As  a  mere  purchaser  at  execution  sale  of  the  land  or  the 
property  of  Siobert  Vincent  and  Sawney  Williams,  appellant 
acquired  no  better  title  than  was  held  by  the  defendants  in 
execution,  which,  as  we  have  seen,  amounted  to  nothing.    But 
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he  claims  that  the  land  was  conveyed  to  the  appellees  by  the 
defendants  in  execution  in  1888,  after  the  debt  which  formed 
the  basis  of  the  attachment  snit  had  accrued,  and  that  the 
conveyance  was  in  fraud  of  his  rights  as  a  creditor.  But  the 
conveyances  of  1883  were  made  in  pursuance  of  the  previous 
contract  of  the  parties.  It  was  a  conveyance  of  the  legal  title 
to  those  who  already  held  the  equitable,  and  could  compel  the 
conveyance  they  received.  It  was  a  conveyance  to  those  who 
were  already  entitled  to  hold  the  land  against  the  grantees, 
whose  title,  so  far  from  having  its  beginning  in  the  deed,  was 
good  without  it, — the  only  object  of  the  deed  being  to  furnish 
the  best  evidence  of  its  existence.  A  vendor  cannot  commit  a 
fraud  in  making  a  deed  to  a  grantee  to  whom  the  land  already 
belongs.  He  parts  with  nothing  subject  to  the  payment  of 
his  debts. 

It  is  not  very  clear  as  to  the  time  at  which  the  balance  of 
account  for  which  the  note  was  given  accrued,  but  it  did  not 
antedate  the  title  of  appellees;  for  that  commenced  with  the 
contract  of  purchase,  or  at  least  with  their  first  possession  of 
the  lands  upon  which  they  settled. 

The  conveyance  from  Robert  Vincent  and  Sawney  Williams 
to  the  appellees  was  not  a  voluntary  conveyance;  and  even 
had  there  been  fraud  on  the  part  of  tiie  grantors,  it  could  not 
have  affected  the  grantees'  title,  as  they  did  not  participate  in 
the  frtiud.  They  were  receiving  the  evidence  of  their  own 
title,  and  not  acquiring  property  of  another. 

Nor  do  we  think  that  the  appellees  allowed  the  elder  Vincent 
to  obtain  credit  on  &ith  of  owning  the  land  in  controversy. 
They  had  no  reason  to  suppose  that  the  credit  was  extended, 
wholly  or  in  part,  on  account  of  the  land.  They  were  in  pos- 
session of  it,  notoriously  claiming  it,  and  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  appellant  to  make  inquiry  as  to  their  title  before  giving 
credit  to  the  persons  in  whom  ike  legal  title  was  vested.  They 
were  authorized  to  conclude  that  he  had  made  the  inquiry, 
and  had  satisfied  himself  as  to  the  state  of  the  title.  The  ap- 
pellant had  had  an  account  with  their  fathers  for  years,  and 
had  received  large  payments  from  them,  and  the  appellees 
were  authorized  to  believe  that  for  this  reason  they  still  ob- 
tained credit  for  their  purchases.  We  think  the  court  could 
but  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  appellant  acquired  no  title 
to  the  land  under  the  execution  sale. 

The  brief  of  appellants  raises  some  questions  of  evidence; 
but  it  is  sufficient  to  dispose  of  the  two  first  to  say  that,  if 
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the  teBtimonj  was  improperly  admitted,  the  appeUant  waa  not 
prejudiced,  as  the  same  facts  were  proved  by  other  witnesses 
and  were  tinoontradicted,  and  the  cause  was  tried  by  the  court 
without  a  jury. 

The  account  of  the  dealings  between  the  appellant  and 
Robert  Vincent  and  Bawney  Williams  was  adnussible,  because 
it  tended  to  show  that  credit  to  a  large  amount  had  been  ex- 
tended by  the  former  to  the  latter  during  a  long  series  of  years, 
and  large  payments  had  been  made  upon  the  account,  thus 
rebutting  in  some  degree  any  presumption  of  fraud  on  the 
part  of  the  debtors.  It  also  tended  to  fix  the  date  when  the 
items  for  which  the  note  was  given  accrued,  and  thus  show 
whether  the  title  of  the  appellees  was  prior  or  subsequent  to 
them  in  date.  If  admissible  for  these  purposes,  the  action  of 
the  court  was  harmless  error,  as  the  account  in  no  wise  preju« 
diced  the  plaintiff's  case.  There  is  no  error  in  the  judi^ent, 
and  it  is  affirmed. 

BzBomnos  Saus^  mm  Ruu  of  Caviat  Bkrob  ArruouaM  los 
WalMdg^r.  Da^,  S8  Am.  Deo.  227;  Magwkt  ▼.  Mofta,  75  Id.  121|  Bo^gt  ▼. 
Foiekr,  76  Id.  561;  Bmm  ▼.  HamlUoH,  70  Id.  570,  and  note  572. 

JuDoiOMT  CRXDrroB  Who  Pubchabb  undkb  ms  Judoxxnt  itmdB  in 
hii  dabtor't  plaoe,  and  takaa  the  property  inbjeet  to  every  liability  under 
whioh  the  debtor  held  it:  WaUon  ▼.  Hargrove^,  97  Am.  Dec.  429;  bat  thia  rule 
ia  aabjeot,  in  equity,  to  the  qnalifioation  that  he  takea  the  title  aabjeofe  to  the 
eqnitiea  then  oTiating  againat  the  Judgment  debtor,  or  whioh  have  ainoe 
ariaen  thiough  want  of  knowledge  of  the  judgment:  FiBeff  y,  Dunoon,  93  Am. 
Deo.  887;  and  aee  OhurdUU  ▼.  Mone,  02  Id.  422;  WdUaee  ▼.  BariU,  S9  Id. 
584. 

JmHumrr  will  irer  bi  BaviBSBD  vob  Ixfbopbb  AimwwTON  <»  Tnn- 
MOVT,  if  the  laota  aoo^t  to  be  proven  by  aneh  teatimapy  have  been  daaclj 
eatabUahed  by  other  oompetent  evidenoe:  Bpmotr  t.  MHwoMkn  ticM,lL  Ovb, 
S4Am.I>ao.  75a 
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OanBAcr  kdbt  be  Bxhbdio  oh  Both  Takhmb  vo  Bu&uxm  aa  Mtiott  at 
Isw  by  etttier  to  reoover  for  a  breach  thereof. 

R^ODSQAaiOH   OF  OOHTBAOT  BhTIBXD  ZMTO  BT  PiBflOH  AflllVO  AM  AOSMT,. 

BUT  wriT«HJT  AvTHOBUT  80  TO  Do»  made  by  the  penon  lor  i^mbi  h» 
•amned  to  aet  as  principal,  cannot  Talidate  the  contract  eo  as  to  hoid 
the  other  oontraoting  party  withoat  hii  aaMnl 
OonmAOT  lOB  tbm  Bale  of  Lakd  mvbt  Bum  Both  Takom  or  it  can  bind 
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not  bind  the  pecaon  making  the  oBn,  nnlem  he  aMonti  totheaoeept«no» 
•ffeer  knowledge  that  it  waa  not  made  within  the  time  limited. 
Omal  BrmraiDv  of  Tun  wxthzh  Whiob  ax  Oifib  to  Sill  Bbal  Brass 
moar  bb  Aoubiptxb  eanaot  be  shown,  beoanse  the  whole  of  the 
tnet  for  the  sale  of  real  estate  mnat  be  in  wziting. 


and  YowmanBf  and  Pinney  and  Sanbcmj  for  the  ajK 
peUants* 

MeBride  and  ChmOf  and  R.  /.  MeBride^  for  the  respcmdeiita^. 

TATiiOfi,  J.  This  action  is  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
an  alleged  breach  of  contract  to  convey  lands  to  the  plaintifib^ 
which  ihey  allege  that  they  had  purchased  of  the  defendants^ 
On  the  trial  the  court  ordered  the  plaintiffs  to  be  nonsuited^ 
and  from  the  judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendants  the  plain- 
tiffs appealed  to  this  court  The  only  question  in  the  case  is,, 
whether  the  evidence  introduced  by  the  plaintiffs  showed  a 
nlid  contract  with  the  defendants  for  the  purchase  of  the^ 
lauds  described  in  the  complaint.    It  is  admitted  that  ther» 
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was  DO  fonnal  contract  in  writing  between  the  parties,  but,  on 
the  part  of  the  appellants,  it  is  insisted  that  the  correspond- 
ence between  the  parties  shows  an  existing  and  binding  con- 
tract for  the  porchase  and  sale  of  the  lands  in  question.  For 
the  purposes  of  this  appeal  it  may  be  admitted  that  the  evi- 
dence shows  that  the  defendants  were,  previous  to  January  80, 
1884,  and  down  to  October  8,  1885,  the  owners  of  the  lands  in 
controversy,  and  that  all  of  the  said  lands  were  situate  in  town- 
ship 23  north,  of  range  1  east. 

The  evidence  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiffs  to  prove  the  con- 
tract is,  first,  a  letter  purporting  to  be  written  and  signed  by 
the  defendants,  bearing  date  at  Vannessa,  Ontario,  January 
80,  1884.  The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  letter  after  the 
date:  — 
'^  S.  &  J.  G.  Atlee,  Fort  Madison,  Iowa. 

^'  CfenUf — Yours  of  the  26th  to  hand,  asking  us  to  name 'price 
on  our  lands  in  23,  1  E.  We  do  not  care  to  dispose  of  it  in 
small  lots.  We  herewith  inclose  you  a  list  of  our  lands  in  23, 
1  E.  Will  sell  all  or  none,  as  we  have  had  quite  a  number  of 
applicants.  We  are  open  to  sell  if  price  suits.  Will  you  make 
us  an  offer  for  the  whole?  If  so,  please  state  price,  and  terms 
easy.  Yours  respectfully, 

"  J.  A.  &  H.  Babtholomew." 

The  list  of  lands  referred  to  in  this  letter  was  produced  on 
the  trial  by  the  plaintiffs.  No  further  written  colnmunioations 
were  had  between  the  parties  until  October  8, 1885,  when  the 
following  telegram  was  written  and  sent:  — 

''  La  Cbosse,  October  8, 1885. 
**  J.  A.  Bartholomew:  What  is  your  lowest  cash  price  for 
all  the  pine  land? 

[Signed]  "  R.  Pahey,  Agt.  for  S.  &  J.  Atlee." 

The  evidence  shows  that  this  telegram  was  received  by  the 
defendants  at  Neillsville,  in  this  state,  on  the  same  day,  and 
was  immediately  answered  by  a  telegram  written  by  J.  A. 
Bartholomew  as  follows:  — 

"  Neillsville,  Wis.,  October  8, 1885. 
B.  Fahet:  Twenty-three  thousand  five  hundred  dollars. 
Must  know  by  2:80  to-day. 

[Signed]  "  J.  A.  Babtholombw." 

The  above  are  all  the  written  communications  between  the 
parties. 
The  proof  shows  that  Fahey  received  the  telegram  of  J.  A* 
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Bartholomew  at  La  Crosse  about  2  o'clock,  p.  m.  After  the 
receipt  of  this  telegram  by  Fahej  at  La  Crosse,  he  communi- 
cated with  the  defendants  by  telephone,  and  asked  further 
time;  and  there  is  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  defend- 
ants extended  the  time  by  telephone  to  4  o'clock,  p.  M.,  same 
day.  And  at  3:45,  p.  m.,  same  day,  Fahey  telephoned  from  La 
Crosse  to  the  defendants  at  Neillsville  as  follows:  **  The  Atlees 
accept  your  proposition,  and  will  take  the  pine  land  at  the 
price  offered,  twenty-three  thousand  five  hundred  dollars." 

The  learned  circuit  judge,  in  deciding  the  case,  says  '^that 
the  testimony,  taken  together,  does  not  make  a  contract^  and 
that,  if  everytiiing  else  was  proved,  the  plaintiffs  have  failed 
because  their  alleged  acceptance  was  not  in  writing,  but  by 
parol,  and  that  the  contract,  and  the  whole  oontract^  must  be 
in  writing." 

After  a  careful  reading  of  the  evidence  in  the  case,  we  are 
satisfied  that  the  learned  circuit  judge  was  right  in  holding 
that  the  evidence  was  not  sufiicient  to  sustain  the  plaintiff's 
sctioD.    In  the  first  place,  we  think  there  are  grave  doubta 
whether  the  correspondence,  which  it  is  alleged  constitutes  the 
coDtract  between  the  parties,  sufficiently  describes  the  lands 
purchased.    It  is  true,  the  evidence  shows  that  in  January, 
1884,  the  defendants  sent  the  plaintiffs  a  list  of  lands  owned 
by  them  in  a  certain  township  in  this  state,  and  there  is  a 
strong  presumption  that  the  further  correspondence  relates  to 
the  lands  described  in  such  list.    But  this  list  was  sent  more 
than  eighteen  months  before  the  inquiry  was  made  by  the 
plftiTitifls  in  regard  to  the  price  at  which  the  defendants  would 
Bell  their  lands.    And  the  inquiry  then  was  as  to  the  price  of 
all  the  jdne  land.    The  list  furnished  eighteen  months  before 
does  not  describe  the  lands  as  pine  lands;  and  it  must  be 
fihown,  therefore,  by  parol  evidence,  either  that  the  words 
in  the  inquiry  referred  to  the  list  furnished  before,  or  the 
votds  ^all  the  pine  lands''  might  mean  all  such  lands  then 
owned  by  the  defendants  in  the  state,  county,  or  township 
mentioned  in  said  list    Had  the  parol  evidence  clearly  estab- 
lished the  fact  that  only  a  small  part  of  the  several  tracts 
deecribed  in  the  list  sent  by  defendants  to  plaintiffs  were  pine 
lands,  could  the  plaintiffs  have  compelled  the  defendants  to 
oonvey  all  of  said  tracts  were  it  admitted  that  the  contract 
was  sofBeient  in  the  law  to  bind  the  parties?    We  think  it 
doubtfol  whether  a  purchase  of  all  the  pine  lands  owned  by 
the  defendants,  without  other  description,  would  cover  any 
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lands  which  are  not  in  fact  pine  lands,  and  that  it  would  be 
incompetent  to  show,  by  parol,  that  the  contract  was  intended 
to  cover  all  the  lands  owned  by  the  defendants. 

We  are  not,  however,  disposed  to  place  our  decision  in  this 
case  upon  the  want  of  a  sufficient  description  of  the  property, 
about  which  there  were  negotiations.  We  think  the  plaintiffii 
entirely  fail  to  show  that  Fahey,  who  accepted  the  offer  made 
by  the  defendants,  had  any  authority  to  accept  such  offer  on 
their  behalf  when  he  so  accepted  it.  It  will  be  noticed  that 
neither  of  the  plaintiffs  appeared  as  witnesses  in  their  own 
behalf  to  prove  the  authority  of  Fahey,  and  the  evidence  of 
Fahey  himself  is  of  too  vague  and  unsatisfactory  a  natoxe  to 
justify  a  court  or  jury  in  holding  that  he  had  authority  to  bind 
his  principals  by  a  purchase  of  this  magnitude.  It  is  also  to 
be  noticed  that  the  only  written  communication  between  the 
plaintiffs  and  Fahey  about  this  purchase  very  clearly  indicates 
that  they  had  given  him  no  power  to  bind  them  by  any  defi- 
nite agreement,  without  first  consulting  with  them  about  its 
terms.  The  written  communication  referred  to  was  contained 
in  a  letter  written  by  the  plaintiffs  to  Fahey,  probably  on  the 
8th  of  October,  1885,  and  was  not  received  by  him  until  after 
he  claims  to  have  bound  them  by  his  contract  with  the  de- 
fendants. In  this  letter  they  say:  ''When  you  were  here, 
nothing  was  said  about  terms  or  time,  and  we  wired  you  to 
take  the  timber  if  terms  and  time  could  be  made  satisfactory. 
If  we  buy,  the  title  must  be  looked  after,  as  a  tax  title  will 
hold  the  stumpage.  If  we  buy,  we  want  to  know  all  about  the 
land.  In  case  of  trade  I  will  come  up.  Will  look  for  a  tele* 
gram  firom  you  to-morrow."  The  evidence  shows  that  this 
letter  was  written  in  regard  to  the  proposed  purchase  of  the 
lands  in  question.  This  certainly  does  not  look  like  giving 
Fahey  authority  to  purchase  the  lands  for  cash  down,  and 
without  any  investigation  as  to  defendants'  title. 

Had  the  purchase  claimed  to  have  been  made  by  Fahey 
turned  out  to  be  a  bad  one  for  the  plaintiffs,  we  think  the  de- 
fendants would  have  failed  in  holding  the  plaintiffs  to  the  con* 
tract  made  by  Fahey.  The  rule  is  well  established  that,  in 
order  to  hold  the  defendants  to  their  contract,  the  plaintifb 
must  also  be  bound  by  the  same  contract:  Dodge  v.  HopHntj 
14  Wis.  630,  687-641;  Townsend  v.  Comingj  23  Wend.  485, 
444.  It  must  be  remembered  that  this  is  an  action  at  law  to 
recover  damages  for  the  alleged  breach  of  contract,  and  it  is 
clear  that  in  all  such  cases  the  contract  must  bind  both  par> 
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ties.  Under  the  eyidence  in  this  case,  it  Beems  clear  to  tiB  that 
the  plaintifls  have  not  boond  themBelvee  to  the  defendants  to 
paj  ihem  twenty-three  thousand  five  hundred  dollars,  or  any 
other  sum,  as  the  consideration  for  the  defendants'  promise,  if 
they  have  made  one,  to  convey  certain  described  lands  to  the 
plaiDtifTs.  Fahey,  claiming  to  be  the  agent  of  the  plaintiffs^ 
has  promised  on  iheir  behalf  to  pay  it;  but  if  he  had  no  au- 
thority at  the  time  he  made  the  promise  to  bind  the  plaintiffs 
as  their  agent,  they  are  not  bound,  and  so  the  defendants  are 
not  bound.  Their  promise  is  void  for  want  of  mutuality  or 
consideration  to  sustain  it  If  the  plaintiffs  were  not  bound 
by  the  promise  of  Fahey  when  he  made  it,  then  the  contract 
IB  void  as  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  subsequent  acts  of  the 
plaintiffs  affirming  the  authority  of  their  agent  cannot  validate 
the  contract  so  as  to  bind  the  defendants  without  their  assent* 
Hub  seems  to  have  beea  the  doctrine  clearly  stated  by  the 
decision  of  this  court  in  Dodge  v.  HopHnSy  sifpm,  and  of  the 
Bupreme  court  of  New  York  in  Town$end  v.  Coming^  iupra. 
In  Lewber  v.  ConmU^  86  Wis.  188,  this  court  again  say,  speak- 
ing of  a  vendee  in  a  oontraot  for  the  purchase  of  land  who  has 
not  signed  the  written  contract:  **  He  ought  not  to  be  in  a 
position  where  he  can  hold  the  other  party  to  the  contract, 
and  compel  its  perf<mnance  if  advantageous  to  him,  and  at 
the  same  time  be  at  liberty  to  avoid  the  contract  on  his  part 
if  disadvantageous.  Both  parties  ought  to  be  bound  by  the 
contract,  or  neither  should  be  bound.''  This  seems  to  be  a 
meet  just  rule;  and  where  the  plaintiffs  were  not  bound  by 
the  contract  when  it  was  entered  into  by  one  claiming  to  be 
their  agent,  but  who  in  fact  was  not  such  agent,  and  had  no 
power  to  bind  them,  they  cannot  afterwards,  when  they  find 
the  contract  is  advantageous  to  them,  affirm  the  contract 
made  on  their  behalf  by  such  unauthorized  person,  and  com-* 
pel  the  other  party  to  perform  it  on  his  part. 

We  are  also  of  the  opinion  that  there  is  another  fatal  ob- 
jection to  the  recovery  of  the  plaintiffs  in  this  action.  The 
evidence  clearly  shows  that  there  never  was  any  written 
sgreement  made  by  the  defendants  to  convey  the  lands  to  the 
plaintiffs,  which  was  accepted  by  them  or  by  their  supposed 
^eni  If  the  telegrams  set  out  in  the  case,  aided  by  the  other 
sridence  in  the  case,  sufficiently  describe  the  lands  to  which 
they  relate  so  as  to  satisfy  the  statute,  then  we  have  this  case: 
The  defendants  made  an  offer  in  writing  to  sell  the  lands  to 
the  plaintifili  for  a  specified  sum  of  money,  and  limited  the 
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time  within  which  rach  offer  must  be  acoepted  by  the  plain- 
tiffs to  a  certain  fixed  time  in  the  fiitore.  The  CTidenoe  is 
conclusiye  that  the  offer  was  not  accepted  within  the  time 
fixed.  If  there  were  nothing  more  in  the  case,  it  is  clear  that 
an  acceptance  of  the  offer  after  the  time  limited  for  that  pur- 
pose would  not  make  a  contract;  and  if,  in  the  mean  time,  the 
defendants  had  sold  the  lands  to  other  parties,  such  jmrties 
would  have  attained  a  perfect  title,  although  tiiey  had  full 
knowledge  of  the  offer  made  to  the  plaintiflb.  An  acceptance, 
after  the  time  limited  in  the  offer,  will  not  bind  the  person 
making  the  offer,  unless  he  assents  to  the  acceptance  so  made 
after  it  is  made:  McCulUmgh  v.  Eagle  Ins.  Co.j  1  Pick.  278; 
Larmon  v.  Jordan^  66  111.  204;  BoBton  etc.  R.  R,  Co.  ▼.  BarUeU^ 
8  Cush.  224;  Adam  ▼.  LindMj  1  Bam.  &  Aid.  683;  EUamm 
y.  Henshaw^  4  Wheat.  225.  But  it  is  insisted  that  there  was 
evidence  that  the  time  for  the  acoeptance  was  extended  by 
parol  after  the  written  offer  was  made,  and  that  the  acoept- 
ance was  within  the  time  so  extended.  The  evidence  of  such 
extension  of  time  to  accept  the  offer  is  not  very  satis&ctory; 
but  if  the  plaintiff'  rights  depended  upon  that  as  a  question 
of  fact,  they  were  probably  entitied  to  have  that  question 
passed  upon  as  a  question  of  fact  by  the  jury.  In  determin- 
ing this  case,  we  must,  therefore,  treat  the  case  as  though  the 
fact  of  the  extension  of  the  time  for  acoepting  the  offer  was 
extended  by  parol. 

Where  the  law  requires  a  contract  to  be  in  writing  in  order 
to  bind  the  parties,  and  the  writing  signed  and  produced  in 
evidence  shows  that  the  contract  signed  by  the  party  who  is 
to  be  bound  by  it  is  to  be  completed  by  an  acceptance  of  the 
other  party  within  a  limited  time,  it  is  incompetent  to  show 
by  parol  evidence  that  the  time  for  its  completion,  by  such 
acceptance,  was  extended  to  some  other  date  not  mentioned  in 
the  contract  signed  by  the  party  to  be  bound.  The  acoept- 
ance of  the  party  after  the  time  fixed  in  the  written  contract, 
which  is  to  bind  the  party  signing  it,  does  not  show  that  the 
contract  in  writing  was  the  contract  between  the  parties,  but 
an  entirely  different  contract,  and  so  the  contract  actually 
made  by  an  acceptance,  after  the  time  fixed  in  the  writing,  is 
a  contract  not  in  writing,  and  so  void  under  the  statute.  This 
is  not  a  case  of  extending  the  time  for  the  performance  of  a 
valid  contract  already  entered  into  by  the  parties,  either  by  a 
new  agreement  by  parol  or  in  writing,  but  the  question  is, 
whether  the  proof  shows  that  the  plaintiffs  accepted  the  prop- 
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orition  of  (he  defendants  in  writing,  by  which  they  seek  to 
bind  the  defendants.  And  the  evidence  clearly  shows  that 
the  proposition  was  not  accepted  as  made,  and  so  there  is  no 
written  contract  proved  which  can  bind  them. 

Admitting  that  the  proofs  show  a  written  promise  signed  by 
the  defendants  to  sell  the  lands  to  the  plaintiffs  on  condition 
that  the  plaintiffs  accepted  it  within  a  limited  time,  and  the 
plaintiffs  now  seek  to  hold  the  defendants  liable  upon  a  writ- 
ten promise  to  sell,  if  accepted,  at  another  time  than  that 
stated  in  the  writing,  the  contract  sought  to  be  established  by 
the  plaintiffs  is  clearly  not  in  writing,  and  is  therefore  void 
under  the  statute.  Had  the  plaintiffs  accepted  the  offer  as 
made  within  the  time  limited,  and  it  was  held  that  the  lands 
were  sufficicDtly  described,  and  that  the  person  occupying 
them  was  authorized  to  do  so,  and  they  had  then  sought  to 
establish  by  parol  that  the  time  for  performing  on  their  part 
had  been  extended  by  a  parol  agreement,  a  different  question 
would  be  presented.  Even  in  that  case,  we  think  the  weight 
of  the  authorities  holds  that  when  the  original  contract  must 
be  in  writing  in  order  to  bind  the  parties,  no  extension  of  the 
time  of  performance  by  parol  would  be  admissible  to  vary  the 
original  contract:  Abell  v.  Jlfimson,  18  Mich.  306;  Cook  v.  Bell^ 
18  Id.  387;  and  other  cases  cited  in  respondents'  brief.  But 
as  that  question  is  not  in  this  case,  we  do  not  deem  it  neces- 
sary to  consider  it. 

We  think  the  learned  judge  was  right  in  holding  that 
the  evidence  did  not  show  any  valid  contract  for  the  sale  of 
said  lands  to  the  plaintiff^,  although  he  was  probably  wrong " 
in  holding  that  it  was  necessary  that  the  acceptance  of  de- 
fendants' offer  should  be  in  writing  in  order  to  bind  them. 

By  the  Coubt,  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af-* 
firmed. 


Thb  EiraoT  OF  IBM  Ratxhgatioh  of  a  CosTBAor,  whioh  apoa  ths  on* 
■ide  was  entered  into  by  an  agent  undertaking  to  act  lor  his  prinolpaly  bat 
not  anthoriaed  bo  to  do,  may  be  considered,  —  1.  With  respect  to  saoh  prin- 
cipal; 2.  With  respect  to  the  other  party  to  the  contract;  and  8.  With  re- 
gud  to  its  effect  npon  persons  who  are  not  parties  to  the  contract  or  act 
sought  to  be  ratified.  The  statement  is  frequently  made  that  a  sabseqneni 
ratification  is  equiyalent  to  a  prior  authorisation;  or  in  other  words,  that  a 
ratification  operates  retroactiTely,  or  by  relation,  back  to  the  date  of  the 
doing  by  the  agent  of  the  act  ratified.  This  is  nnqnestionably  tfae,  as 
against  the  principal  who  ratifies.  By  snch  ratification,  he  waiTss,  so  far  as 
he  can,  the  want  of  aathority  in  the  person  who  assumed  to  act  as  his  agents 
and  he  irrevocably  binds  himself  by  the  contract  ratified  and  to  every  pari 
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UMraof  I  or,  if  the  matter  rette  in  torl^  Hm  priaciptl,  if  the  tort  ia  niaoefftible 
of  ratification,  booomM  answerable  in  damages  to  any  party  injured  tlwraby: 
Dmpateh  Um  ▼.  BeUamp  Mfg.  Ok,  S7  Am.  Deo.  203;  CleoUtmd  t.  WaOer,  46 
Id.  238;  McMahan  ▼.  MeMahan,  63  Id.  481;  KomU  y.  Price,  40  Miae.  341; 
Lavtrenee  y.  Tayhr,  6  Hill,  107;  PoUock  ▼.  Cohen,  82  Ohio  8t.  614;  Ohh  S  M. 
Co.  V.  JMctteftm,  80  HL  629;  ^eff  ▼.  Bycr«m,  Ulowa,  238;  Story  on  AgttDoy, 
■eos.  230,  242.  From  the  moment  of  ratifioation,  it  beoomea  tha  prineipal'a 
oontraot,  as  between  him  and  the  agent.  He  ii  entitled  to  ita  benefits  as 
well  as  sabjeot  to  its  burdens.  The  agent  is  responsible  to  tha  principal  Um 
any  moneys  or  property  received  under  it^  and  cannot  defend  against  tha 
principal  on  the  ground  that  be  (the  agent)  receiTod  the  money  or  property 
without  authority:  SlriMmi  ▼.  JJacbon,  55  Miss.  235. 

When  an  act  is  done  or  a  contract  entered  into  in  the  name  of  a  prinoipai, 
without  his  authority,  he  is  oonfessedly  in  no  way  afiiBoted  by  it,  nnlaas  ha 
should  choose  to  ratify  it.  If  it  ii  bindhig  on  the  other  party,  i^^  advance  of 
such  ratification,  then  he  is  obligated  by  a  contract^  which  his  adveraaiy 
may  treat  as  roid  or  valid  at  his  pleasure.  At  moat^  a  oontraet  so  azoonted 
seems,  on  principle^  to  amount  to  no  more  than  a  peoposal  on  tha  part  of 
him  who  executed  it|  which  he  should  have  the  right  to  recede  from  until  it 
has  been  ratified  or  aooepted,  so  as  to  become  binding  on  the  other  party. 
This  is  the  view  sustained  by  the  priaeipal  case  and  prior  Wisconsin  cases, 
and  slso  supported  by  TViomenrf  v.  Candng,  23  Wend.  436^  dted  in  tha  prin- 
cipal case.  We  think  this  principU  may  fairly  be  aaid  to  be  aupportad  by^ 
the  principles  which  controlled  the  dacision  of  the  court  in  Waarddl  v.  1fS7- 
Ucam,  4  Am.  8t  Rep.  814^  and  WWdmmm  t.  Heammoorth,  58  Mich.  574^  58 
Am.  Bep.  708. 

The  weight  of  antiiority  baai%  haw9fmtp  In  an  oppoaite  direetiony  and  in 
harmonv  with  decisions  wfaiah  anfioraa  oontoaots  wantinff  the  element  of 
mutuality  at  the  date  on  which  they  wen  entand  into.  A  principal  may, 
therefore,  generally  ratify  a  oontraet,  wheyiar  tlia  other  party  i*  willing  he 
ahould  do  ao  or  not»  and  may,  after  such  latiflcatiop,  enforce  the  contract 
against  the  other  party.  To  this  rule  there  are  many  exceptions,  and  some 
effort  has  been  made  to  fommlate  tests  or  principles  by  which  to  datennine 
whether  a  given  case  falls  within  the  rule  or  within  the  excepticns.  IHieae 
tests  are  thus  stated  and  illustrated  in  sections  245-248  of  3tory  on  Agency: 
"  Where  an  act  is  beneficial  to  the  principal,  and  doea  not  create  an  imme- 
diate right  to  have  aome  other  act  or  duty  performed  by  a  third  peraon,  but 
amounta  aimply  to  an  assertion  of  a  right  on  the  part  of  the  prindpa],  there 
the  rule  seems  generally  applicable.  Thus,  for  example,  if  a  continual  cUim, 
or  an  entry  to  avoid  a  fine,  or  an  entry  for  condition  broken,  ii  made  by  a 
person  having  no  preeent  authority,  the  principal  may  bring  an  aeti<m  on  any 
of  these  acts^  and  his  ratification  or  adoption  of  them  will  supply  the  want 
of  an  original  authority.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  act  done  by  such  third 
person  would,  if  authorised,  create  a  right  to  have  some  act  or  duty  per- 
formed by  a  third  peraon,  so  as  to  subject  him  to  damage  or  losses,  for  the 
non-perfonnanee  of  that  act  or  duty,  or  would  defeat  a  right  or  eatata 
already  vested  in  the  latter,  there  the  subsequent  ratification  or  adoption  of 
the  unauthorized  act  by  the  principal  will  not  give  validity  to  it^  so  aa  to  bind 
such  third  person  to  the  conseqaences.  Thas  if  a  lease  containa  a  oondition 
that  it  may  be  determined  by  either  party  upon  six  months'  notice,  auoh  no- 
tice, given  by  an  unauthorised  person  for  the  landlord,  althongh  aubsequently 
ratified  and  adopted  by  the  latter,  will  not  be  a  valid  notice  to  determine  the 
leaae.    The  ground  of  the  decision  is,  that  it  is  a  notice  to  defeat  an  eatatCi 
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ftnd  tlie  tsDint  ii  mitiCled  to  saeh  notiea  as  he  can  act  upon  willi  ofliiiiii^ 
at  the  time  he  reoetvea  it»  bo  that  he  may  daUrer  up  the  powMiinn  at  the  eod 
of  the  aiz  montha,  without  being  liable  to  further  daima  with  reepeot  to  the 
wwnaindw  of  the  term.  The  ease  ia  diatingniahable  from  thai  of  aa  entry 
without  authority,  for  a  conditioa  broken;  becaaae,  in  the  latter  caae»  the 
third  penon'a  act  ia  not  to  depend  upon  the  Talidity  of  the  entry  at  the  time 
whea  it  ia  made.  The  role,  Omnis  ratihabUh  rttrobraMtmr  H  mameUUo  priori 
aqmparaimr,  aeema  applicable  only  to  caaee  where  the  conduct  of  the  partiei^ 
on  whom  it  ia  to  opeimte,  not  being  referable  to  any  agreement*  cannot*  in 
the  mean  time,  depend  on  the  fact  whether  there  be  a  ratification  or  not. 

"Upon  similar  gronnda,  ademandnpon  a  debtor,  and  refoaal  by  him  to  pay 
a  debt  made  by  an  nnaathorized  agent,  will  not  take  away  the  right  of  the 
debtor  to  plead  a  prior  tender  of  the  debt  to  the  principal;  for,  aa  the  agent 
had  no  authority  to  make  the  demand,  payment  to  him  would  not  haTO  dia- 
diarged  the  debtor  from  the  debt.  Hie  sabaeqnent  adoption  of  the  act  by 
the  principal  would  not  vary  the  right  of  the  debtor  in  anch  a  caae,  aince  he 
eoold  not  eafely  pay  to  one  who  waa  without  authority  at  the  time  to  reoeiTO 
the  money  and  to  giro  a  diacharge.  80  a  demand  of  goods,  made  by  an  un- 
anthoriaed  peraon,  will  not,  though  aubaeqnently  adopted  by  the  principal, 
be  eridenoe  to  anpport  an  action  of  trover  for  a  converaion  againat  the  party 
in  wboae  poeneerion  the  gooda  were,  and  of  whom  they  were  demanded.  So 
a  demand,  made  by  a  peraon  not  authcriaed,  of  payment  of  a  promiaMry  note 
or  bill  of  exchange^  will  not,  eren  though  afterwarda  ratified  by  the  holder, 
ecaiatitate  a  good  demand  upon  the  party,  ao  aa  to  make  him  liable  for  dam* 
ageo  for  hia  default  in  payment.  80  notice  of  the  diahonor  of  a  promiBeory 
note  or  bill  of  exchange,  by  a  mere  atranger,  not  a  party  to  the  aame  bill,  or 
aoathorifled  thereto>  will  not  be  a  good  notice  to  bind  an  indoraer  or  drawer. 
Bo,  alao*  where  A  doea  an  act  aa  agent  for  B,  without  any  communication 
witii  0^  C  cannot^  by  afterwarda  adopting  the  act^  make  A  hia  agent,  and 
therebj  Incur  any  liability,  or  take  any  benefit  under  the  act  of  A. 

"I«et  na  now  return  to  the  effiBct  of  a  ratification  by  the  principal  in  ordi- 
naiy  caeefc  Aa,  from  what  haa  been  already  aaid,  the  principal  thua  acquirea 
ari^t  to  elect  whether  he  will  adopt  the  unauthorimd  act  or  not,  it  must  be 
admitted  that  the  partiea  do  not  generally  atand  upon  equal  terma;  aince  the 
principal  may  alwaya  elect  to  ratify  the  act  if  it  ii  for  hia  benefit*  and  to  dii- 
arow  it  if  it  is  to  lua  injury.  But  thia  conaeqnence  haa  never  been  allowed 
to  o^eroome  the  f oroe  of  the  general  doctrine.  Thua,  for  example,  where  aa 
mMmtfacriaed  agent  procured  an  insnrance  to  be  made  upon  a  certain  ahip  for 
the  bcBPfit  of  the  owner  thereof,  and  the  ahip  waa  lost  during  the  TOjrage* 
and  long  after  the  loss  the  owner  ratified  the  inauranoe^  and  a  enit  waa 
braoght  agvnat  the  undarwritera,  it  waa  held  to  be  no  objection  to  the  reoov* 
ery  timt  the  ratification  was  not  until  long  after  the  loaa,  and  that  the  owner 
would  not  have  been  bound  to  pay  the  premium  if  the  ahip  had  aafdy  arrived; 
for  the  agent  had  attll  a  right  to  eflbct  the  inauranoe^  and  to  take  the  chance 
of  its  being  adopted;  and  he  could  not  hay*  recovered  back  the  premium 
paid  by  him  to  the  undarwritera^  upon  the  ground  that  he  had  no  authority, 
and  that  tlMrafore  there  waa  no  intersat  inanred;  becaaae  the  nnderwritera 
would  have  home  the  riak  until  there  had  been  a  diaayowal  by  the  prin* 
^paL" 

Mr.  Wharton,  at  aectiona  76  and  77  of  hia  work  on  agency,  alao  affirma  the 
fi^t  of  the  principal  to  ratify  contracta  entered  into  in  hia  name^  but  with* 
cut  hia  precedent  authoriaticn.  He  saya:  "In  other  worda,  to  adopt  the 
^^p^jLjrfiin  of  aa  emxDcnt  German  commentator,  when  an  agent  undertakee 
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aa  Mi  lor  anoKher  perwm,  the  legal  ehanteter  of  tiie  act  remains  undated 
mined  until  eaeh  ottier  peraon  deddea  whether  or  no  he  will  ratify.  Hie 
eontraet  ia  not  Toid,  bat  oooapies  the  same  position  aa  one  that  ia  eonditionaL 
The  third  oontraoting  party  ia  bound  from  tiie  time  of  the  inatitating  of  the 
oontraot,  and  not  merely  from  that  of  ita  ratification.  The  agent  wumni^ 
eren  in  thia  intermediate  period,  release  the  third  party  from  liability.  A 
/orthri  each  release  ia  not  worked  by  the  intenrening  death  or  other  buaof 
potency  of  the  agenl  .  .  .  •  The  principal,  by  the  act  of  ratiflcation,  pnti 
himself  in  his  agent'a  place.  IVom  thia  it  foUowa  that  the  ratification  acta 
retroapeotively;  and  nowhere  is  thia  more  onheaitatingly  expreaaed  than  in 
the  Roman  law.  The  principal,  so  that  law  assumes,  puts  himself,  by  the 
ratification^  back  into  the  period  in  which  the  contract  was  ezeoated.  Bat 
accepting  thia  principle  aa  vnqneationed,  we  mnst  limit  ita  applioatioo  to 
the  relations  of  the  principal  to  the  contracting  third  party.  The  third  party 
ia  prednded  from  conteating  the  right  of  the  principal  to  go  back  to  the  in* 
ception  of  the  original  contract." 

If  the  party  on  whose  behalf  the  contract  waa  anthoriaed  has  reoeiTedaonia 
benefit  therefrom,  there  seems  to  be  no  hardship  in  permitting  the  other  party 
to  ratify  the  contract,  and  thereby  make  it  operatiTO  by  relation  aa  of  tba 
date  at  which  the  contract  was  first  entered  into^  or  at  leaat^  as  of  the  data 
when  the  benefit  acquired  by  it  was  first  receiTsd.  Hence^  where  the  pre- 
miam  for  aa  insurance  waa  paid  to  and  retained  by  an  insnrance  company  by 
a  person  acting  aa  agent  of  a  property  owner  withoat  authority,  there  waa  no 
fanpropriety  in  permitting  such  owner  to  ratify  the  act  of  the  unauthociaed 
agent  when  it  became  known  to  him,  though  after  a  leas  had  occurred  from 
the  peril  agamat  which  the  insurance  was  effected:  Hagedon  ▼.  OUvenou,  2 
Manle  k  S.  48S.  So  when  property  has  been  add,  or  money  loaned  by  aa 
agent  acting  without  authority,  or  so  to  departing  from  the  terms  of  his  au« 
thcrity  that  his  prindpal  ia  not  bound  by  hia  act»  and  the  purdiaaar  baa 
recdTcd  the  property,  or  the  borrower  the  money,  the  prindpal  may  un« 
doubtly  ratify  the  unanthoriaed  act:  Foder  ▼.  Baie»,  12  Meea.  ft  W.  2226; 
8iai$  ▼.  TaHnuB,  87  Am.  Rep.  906;  Stale  ▼.  Shaw,  28  lowa^  67;  and  thereupon 
may  recoyer  on  obligations  or  securities  given  to  pay  for  such  property  or  to 
secure  their  pajrment  of  such  loan. 

In  Maeiean  t.  Ihmn,  4  Bing.  722,  a  contract  of  purdiaae^  which,  to  aatiaty 
the  statute  of  frauds,  must  have  been  in  writing,  waa  signed  on  bdialf  of  one 
of  the  partiea  by  an  unanthoriaed  agent.    The  signing  waa  subsequent^  rati- 
fled  by  the  prindpal,  orally,  and  this  was  hdd  to  satisfy  the  statute^  and  to 
make  the  ocntract  obligatory  on  both  parties.    In  Mason  ▼.  Caidtpett,  48  Am. 
Dec.  890,  it  i^peared  that  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  real  property  had  been 
made  by  a  guardian,  acting  without  competent  authority;  that  the  ward  very 
soon  afterwards  became  of  age,  ratified  the  contract*  and  tendered  the  pur- 
chaaer  a  oonYcyance  in  pursuance  thereof,  which  the  latter  declined  to  recdve. 
An  action  having  been  brought  againat  tfa|i  purchaser,  he  was  hdd  to  be  lia- 
ble on  the  contract.    The  court  did  not,  however,  rest  the  liability  on  the 
power  of  a  prindpal  to  ratify  and  enforce  a  contract  which,  but  for  auob  rati- 
fication, would  be  entirely  void  and  inoperative  as  againat  all  peraona.    Iteoa- 
teaded  that  the  coatract  aa  entered  into  waa  binding  on  the  guardian,  if  the 
prindpal  had  declined  to  be  bound  by  it,  because  an  agent  ia  bound  to  make 
good  his  oontraot  personally  when  he  contracts  without  authority;  that  the 
contract  waa  therefore  not  void  nor  wanting  in  mutuality;  and  hence  that  the 
purchaaer  could  not  escape  from  it.    Upon  the  same  prindple,  it  has  been 
determined  that  if  a  party  contracting  for  the  pnrdiase  of  real  eatate  takea  a 
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mnfaract  signed  on  behalf  of  the  Tendor  by  an  nnanthorued  agents  who  gnaiv 
aateea  that  the  contnet  will  be  t^pprored  by  the  prindpal,  this  guaranty  faxw 
Biahes  a  anlBment  oonaideration  for  the  oontiact  on  the  part  of  the  pnrchaaar^ 
and  ho  eannot  saooeasfnlly  deny  the  right  of  the  Tendor  to  ratify  and  enforo* 
it:  Wtmgtr  ▼.  Wk&ekr^  14  Wis.  lOL 

Upon  the  whole,  we  think  theanthoritieap  though  not  with  the  unanimity 
fihioh  aomo  tezt-writen  have  aoppoeed  to  eiiat^  niataiu  the  nde  laid  dow» 
m  Aifdreim  t.  ^tna  I4ft  /iw.  Co,^  92  K.  Y.  004^  aa  foQowa:  ''The  principal, 
npon  being  informed  of  an  act  of  hia  agent  in  ezoaaa  of  hia  anthori^y  hat' 
tiie  right  to  elect  whether  he  will  adopt  the  vnaathoriMd  act  or  noi^  and  aa 
long  aa  the  condition  of  the  parties  ia  unchanged  he  cannot  be  prerented 
firom  each  adoption,  becanae  the  other  party  to  the  contract  may  lor  any  rea- 
aon  prefer  to  treat  the  contract  aa  inTalid»  and  hia  deotion  onaa  made  ia 
nretrocablo. 

It  ia  tmo  that  Mr.  Meohem,  in  aeotion  179  of  hia  work  npcn  agency,  de> 
darea  the  rale  to  be  predsely  the  rererae  of  this,  for  he  says:  '*If  an  agents 
withoot  authority,  enter  into  a  contract  with  another,  by  whioh,  on  acooont 
of  such  laok  of  authority  the  alleged  prindpal  ia  not  bound,  the  principal 
cannot^  when  he  afterwards  finds  the  contract  ia  advantageona  to  him,  affirm 
the  contract  ao  as  to  compel  the  other  party  to  perform  it  on  his  part"  In 
anppcnt  of  thia  rule  the  author  cites  the  principal  case  and  the  oases  therein 
cited;  and  they  unquestionably  sustain  hiuL  But  he  surely  must  have  stated 
hia  concluaicn  with  more  diffidence  had  he  taken  into  consideration  the  eaaea 
of  Mcu^k&an  y.  i>tNiit,  4  Bing.  722;  1  Moore  ft  P.  701;  Soamei  r.  Bpentetp  1 
DowL  ft  &.  32;  Hcawmond  ▼.  Ham^  21  Mioh.  S74;  AndrmoB  t.  ^Am  i|A» 
/«.  Co.,  92  K.  T.  596;  and  the  opinions  of  writers  so  eminent  aa  Mr.  Wharton' 
and  Judge  Story. 

Ae  we  hsTc  hereinbefore  soggested,  a  contract  signed  by  one  of  the  pardea 
in  peraon  or  by  his  duly  anthoriaed  agents  and  for  the  other  party  by  an 
agent  noting  without  authority,  aeema  upon  principle  to  amoont  to  no  more 
than  a  proposal  by  the  former  party  which  the  latter  may  accept  or  not  A 
propoaal,  from  ita  absence  of  binding  obligation  on  the  party  to  whom  it  ia 
made,  ia  apparently  wanting  in  all  the  elementa  of  mutuality.  The  weight 
of  authority,  howerer,  doea  not  require  that  mutuality  in  a  oootract  diall 
eodst  during  aU  its  stagea.  Hence  optional  contracta  are  almost  uniformly 
enforced  after  the  one  who  had  the  privilege  of  accepting  them  haa  ezerdsed 
bis  privilege  in  such  a  mode  as  to  bind  himself  by  the  contract.  From  tiiat 
moment  it  becomes  mutoal:  Skroeder  v.  Oemeindert  10  Nev.  860;  Hatt  v. 
Ctmlar^  40  OaL  63;  Oherrf  r,  8mWk,  39  Am.  Dea  160^  and  note;  Pomeroy  on 
Obntraota,  aec  160;  JMm  v.  Chrdtm,  49  N.  EL  444;  Smtih  v.  FleM*  Appeal, 
60  Pki.  St.  474;  rofsoifft  t.  AfaNvdi^  48  CU.  458;  and  will  be  enforced  if  it  is 
such  a  contract  that  the  partiea  may  have  a  reciprocal  remedy  upon  it.  If, 
however,  the  contract  aa  accepted  is  such  that  the  court  is  incompetent  to 
con^el  cna  of  the  partiea  to  specifically  perform  hia  part  of  it»  then  he  wiU 
be  unable  to  obtain  the  aid  of  the  court  to  compel  its  performance  by  the 
other  party:  Cooper  v.  Peeia,  21  CaL  411.  Applying  these  principles  to  a 
eontract  which  is  not  binding  on  one  party  because  his  aignatiire  ii  affixed 
or  his  assent  othsrwiae  expressed  by  one  acting  without  his  authority,  it 
would  aoem  that  he  might*  within  a  reasonable  time  after  receiving  notice  of 
its  existenoe^  elect  to  ratify  or  confirm  it^  and  upon  expresamg  his  ratification 
in  such  form  aa  to  prednde  his  subsequent  withdrawal  from  it^  and  as  to  en- 
title the  adverse  party  to  compel  him  to  perform  it»  then  that  he,  on  hia  part» 
AM.  8r.  BMT-  VofL.  v.— S 
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mll^  cnforoe  it  to  tbt  MmA  otnt  m  if  it  had  QrigmaUy  bean  eatend  intt 
by  hii  antboffity 

Tbird  pcnoiii  b«?e  tbt  rl^t  to  treat  an  nnantborind  aet  or  oontgaal»  wbik 
it  ramuna  mmtifiady  aa  baving  no  ariatwioa  wbatarer.  If  it  pnrporta  to 
aflbot  tbo  title  to  yrtxyniy,  tbay  may  nBrerthalefla  deal  witb  anob  property* 
if  it  be  tba  proparty  of  tba  party  wbo  did  not  aathoriaa  tbe  ooatnet  or  act» 
and  may  aoqoira  tba  titla  tberato  or  aeoore  liana  tbereon,  wbetbar  by  tiie 
Tohmtaiy  aet  of  anob  party,  or  by  legal  prooaadinge  proaacnted  againat  bim* 
and  bo  oannot  by  any  anbaannant  ratifloation  of  tbe  nnantboriaed  aetgivo  it 
any  retroaotiTe  affeotaa  againat  tbeni»  nor  impair  tbair  titla  or  lien  in  any 
recoct:  Parmlm  ▼.  8imp$(mp  6  WalL  8i.  Hoioa  if  an  nwantiioriaad  aaaign- 
ment  of  a  debt  ii  niad%  and  tbareaftar  it  la  gMrniihad  under  a  writ  againat 
tiie  aarignor,  be  oannot^  byaaabaaqnent  ratifloation  of  anob  aarignmant,  de- 
feat tba  garniabmant:  IToocfT.  JfeCUs4SAm.Dao..612.  Tba  aama  prinoiple 
appliea  witb  lika  reanlta,  wban  an  nnantboriaed  aala  ia  made  of  gooda,  fol- 
lowed by  tbeir  attaebmant  aa  tbe  property  of  the  Twidor,  wfaiob  bo  aeaka  to 
anpplant  by  ratifying  the  nnawthoriiwd  aalo:  PoBodt  r.  (Mm,  82  Ohio  St. 
5U;  Taifbr  r.  Bdbhmm,  14  GaL  886.  8o^  aa  a  general  mH  i^  *  pwty  baa  a 
oompleta  oanaa  of  aotion  or  defonaa  whan  a  anit  ia  oommanoad,  ba  oannot  be 
deprivod  tharaol,  pmidentt  lUe,  by  hia  adTaraary*  or  aoma  other  party,  ratify- 
tng  aoma  act  or  oontraot  which  at  the  oonunanoemant  of  tba  aotion  waa  with- 
out any  binding  f oroa  for  want  of  anob  ratifloation  t  IUk$  r,  ScimUp  41  Ma. 
441|  WmnAntk  t.  £ effMer,  87  CU.  18;  eonfra;  Amnm  r.  MaHb,  7  HnxL  4 
H.  886i  Pmmmr.  MeKMm,  61  Am.  Dao.  86. 
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po  Wnoovaiii,  6lJ 

HnBWAn— BvxDBioi  of  finniiAB  AociumniL  —In  aotion  for  injwiea  aoa- 
tainad  by  plaintiff  from  def eot  in  pnblio  highway*  avidenoo  ia  inadnda- 
aible  that  at  abont  tba  aama  time  other  aooidenti^  aimilar  to  that  wbieh 
reanltad  in  injury  to  tbe  plaJTitify,  had  happened  to  other  paiaona  from 
tba  aama  daf eot 


Miner  and  Berryman^  and  Pinney  and  fifonfton^  tot  the  ap- 
pellants. 

Btaeh  and  Btmihamf  tot  the  respondents. 

CoLBy  C.  J.  This  is  an  action  to  recover  damages  tot  in* 
Jniies  sustained  by  the  female  plaintiff  while  passing  along 
a  pnblio  highway  in  the  defendant  town.  She  and  her  hus- 
band were  riding  in  a  cutter,  which  was  overturned  by  the 
runner  striking  or  going  over  a  stone.  It  was  claimed  that 
this  stone  was  in  or  very  near  the  traveled  track  of  the  high- 
way, and  constituted  a  defect  or  dangerous  obstruction  thereof. 
On  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  witnesses  were  allowed  to  testify, 
against  the  objection  of  the  defendant,  that  near  the  time  the 
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accident  occurred  they  drove  along  the  highway, — in  one 
case  with  a  wagon,  and  etmck  the  stone  in  question  and  came 
near  tipping  over;  in  the  other  case  the  witness  was  in  a 
cutter,  and  ran  against  the  stone  and  was  tipped  over.  It  is 
claimed  by  the  defendant's  counsel  that  this  testimony  as  to 
what  happened  to  others  in  driving  against  the  alleged  defect 
was  inadmissible,  and  was  calculated  to  prejudice  the  town, 
and  for  this  reason  a  new  trial  should  be  awarded.  We  think 
this  position  is  sound  and  must  prevail  Upon  principle,  and 
by  the  better  rule  of  law,  we  consider  the  evidence  inadmissi- 
ble. 

The  question  is  not  entirely  new  in  this  court.  In  Bhor  v. 
Ddafieldj  69  Wis.  273,  a  kindred  question  was  presented  and 
considered.  That  was  also  an  action  for  injuries  caused  to 
the  plaintiff  by  being  thrown  from  his  buggy,  his  horse  being 
frightened  by  a  mortar-box  in  the  highway  while  he  was  driv- 
ing past  it  in  the  evening.  Testimony  was  offered  on  the 
part  of  the  town  that  many  horses  were  driven  past  the  mor- 
tar*boz  the  day  it  was  witliin  the  limits  of  the  highway  with- 
out  being  fri^tened.  This  testimony  was  objected  to  and 
excluded.  This  court  approved  the  ruling  of  the  trial  court, 
and  held  the  testimony  inadmissible.  Mr.  Justice  Lyon,  in 
the  opinion,  says  to  hold  such  testimony  admissible  would  be 
to  open  the  door  to  numerous  and  perplexing  side  issues, 
which  is  always  to  be  avoided.  Issues  would  be  made  not 
raised  by  the  pleadings,  and  which  presumably  neither  party 
would  be  prepared  to  try. 

It  must  be  admitted  that  the  cases  are  not  in  accord  upon 
thia  question.  In  some  it  is  held  that  the  evidence  of  other 
accidents,  or  of  the  effect  on  carriages  driven  by  other  per- 
sons than  the  plaintiff  over  the  same  road,  is  competent,  be- 
cause it  has  a  tendency  to  show  its  fitness  or  unfitness  for 
public  travel:  Kent  v.  JUncoIn,  82  Vt.  591;  Quinlan  v.  Utieaf 
11  Hon,  217;  or  tends  to  prove  that  the  object  was  or  was  not 
naturally  calculated  to  frighten  horses:  DarUng  v.  Westmore- 
landj  52  N.  H.  401;  18  Am.  Rep.  55;  House  v.  Metcalf,  27 
Conn.  682;  or  to  show  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  city  that 
a  bridge  was  not  properly  lighted  so  as  to  be  safe  to  persons 
crossing  it:  Chicago  v.  Powers,  42  111.  169;  89  Am.  Dec.  418; 
or  to  show  the  result  of  experience  or  experimental  knowledge 
of  the  possibililgr  of  the  negligent  act  relied  on  as  causing  the 
injury:  Piggot  v.  E.  O.  R.  Co.,  8  Com.  B.  229;  and  Morse  v.  M. 
&  Si.  L.  IPy  Co.,  80  Minn.  466. 
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Other  ooart8  have  held,  at  this  oourt  did  in  the  Bloor  case^ 
that  all  evidence  as  to  collateral  facts,  or  those  which  are  in- 
capable of  affording  any  reasonable  presumption  or  inference 
as  to  the  principal  fact  or  matter  in  dispute,  should  be  ex- 
cluded, because  such  evidence  tends  to  draw  away  the  minds 
of  the  jurors  from  the  point  in  issue,  and  to  excite  prejudice, 
and  mislead  them;  and  moreover,  because  the  adverse  party, 
having  had  no  notice  of  such  a  course  of  examination,  is  not 
presumably  prepared  to  meet  it:  1  Greenl.  Ev.,  sec.  52;  CoUitia 
V.  Dorchester,  6  Gush.  396;  Parker  v.  Portfomd  Pub.  Co.^  69  Me. 
178;  81  Am.  Rep.  262;  Ewkon  v.  Chicago  eU.  R.  R.  Co.,  69 
Iowa,  581;  44  Am.  Rep.  692;  BM  y.  Chicago  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  64 
Id.  822,  and  the  authorities  referred  to  in  these  opinions. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  was  not  ofibred  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  notice  to  the  town  of  the  defect,  but  to  prove  that 
the  stone  constituted  a  defect,  and  was  in  the  traveled  part  of 
the  highway.  This  was  the  plain  object  of  the  testimony; 
proving,  from  the  experience  of  others  who  had  passed  with  a 
wagon  or  cutter  along  the  highway,  that  accidents  had  hap- 
pened to  them  by  driving  against  the  stone.  It  is  apparent 
that  if  this  testimony  was  relevant  to  prove  a  defect,  as  was 
said  in  the  Bloor  case,  it  would  have  been  competent  to  show 
that  these  persons  were  not  driving  carefully,  or  had  skittish 
teams;  also  that  hundreds  had  passed  over  this  highway  in 
safety  with  carriages,  notwithstanding  the  alleged  defect.  So, 
issue  after  issue  would  be  raised,  and  facts  collateral  to  the 
issue  made  by  the  pleadings  would  multiply;  the  main  issue 
forming  new  ones,  and  the  suit  itself  expanding  like  the  ban- 
yan tree  of  India,  whose  branches  drop  shoots  to  the  ground, 
which  take  root,  and  form  new  stocks,  till  the  tree  itself  cov- 
ers great  space  by  its  circumference.  We  think  it  a  much 
safer  rule  to  confine  the  evidence  to  the  issue  or  real  fact  put 
in  controversy  by  the  pleadings,  excluding  all  evidence  which 
relates  to  collateral  matters. 

The  matter  in  issue  here  was,  whether  the  highway  was  de- 
fective, and  did  such  defect  cause  the  injury  to  the  female 
plaintiff  while  driving  along  the  highway  with  proper  care. 
The  witnesses  could  describe  the  stone,  its  sise  and  relation 
to  the  traveled  track,  and  leave  to  the  jury  the  question 
whether  it  amounted  to  a  defect,  or  was  of  a  dangerous  char^ 
acter  to  travelers.  This  is  not  a  case  appropriate  for  giving 
the  results  of  experience,  nor  to  inquire  as  to  who  have  met  or 
who  have  avoided  accidents  at  the  locvs  in  quo.    Those  are 
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irreleTant  matters,  not  pertinent  to  the  issuey  and  should  no^ 
be  gone  into. 

Without  considering  the  other  questions  discussed  by  coun- 
fld,  we  grant  a  new  trial  fox  the  error  in  admitting  the  evidence 
mentioned. 

By  the  Coubt.  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  le- 
Teited,  and  a  new  trial  ordered. 


Bydbtgi  or  SooLAK  AocmiNTS  WMM  Bamm  Dmor  nr  Hiohwat  n  Iv- 
AmnaeaLB;  Htibbard  ▼.  Cttjf  qf  Conoordy  09  Am.  Dec  520;  Brcakk  t.  JU&if , 
S7  Am.  Bep.  810,  and  note  812;  ffudwn  ▼.  Chkago  ttcIL  R.  Co,,  44  Id.  602; 
Hid  note  604.  Bnt  aee  eontra,  CoSmm  ▼.  (%  t^f  Haniford,  87  Am.  Deo.  194, 
udnole  197;  Crocker  r,  McGregor,  49  Am.  Bop.  611,  and  note  613 


Ford  u  Pobd. 

no  wtaoomiii,  la] 

WUb  — Ii4W    OV    PL4CI   WHBBS    LaITD  LOB,  DT  CaBB    OF  A  Dim,  OB 

.Law  or  TBRiaaafs  DoKnaLB  at  Tdib  of  an  Dbqbab^  dt  Casb  of  a 
Bbqdbr^  Gotbbhs  leepeotirely  tiio  Talidity  of  enoh  doTiae  or  beqneet. 
Thie  mclndeo  not  only  the  ionn  and  mode  of  ozeoatioa  of  the  will,  but 
•bo  the  comatrnotion  and  inteipretitioii  of  tbe  wiU  and  the  power  and 
aatfaority  of  tfao  teatator  to  maka  diipoaition  of  hia  eatate. 

fiOUDDLBi   BXFKBBBD   TO   DT   WUL   AHD    ATTAOBBP   THBBBTO    ihoilld  be 

eooatmed  with  the  wiU  aa  one  inatnunaBti  togatliar  oonatitatingthe  will 
of  tiie  teatator. 
DocasDrB  of  Equttablb  OomrBBSKnr  oabvot  bb  Bjtbiiubd  to  La5ds  of 
the  testator  sitnate  in  another  alate^  when  tfa^  ara  nowhere  mentioned 
er  xefened  to  in  the  will,  and  it  doea  not  1^  impUoation  diaoloee  an  in- 
tnrt  to  cuuvort  then. 

OOOBIBB  OF  SqEVITABLB    CoVTZBSiaV  BT  WOL   DOBS  BOT  OfBBATB  AS  TO 

Labm  whioh,  althon^  deaoiibad  in  a  will,  ara  diiaeted  to  be  converted 
iate  other  Innda  in  the  laoie  oi^,  and  a  mara  diaorationary  authority  ia 
gifen  to  oonTort^  vnleee  periiapa  an  aotoal  oonTanion  i^onld  in  fact 


DoQiBiBB  OF  EqunTABtB  OoBTBBtnm  BT  Will  n  Affuoablb  to  Pb&- 
■OVAL  Brass  direotad  to  be  oonTirted  ''aa  aoon  aa  praetioable  '*  after 
taitalor'a  death  intolenda  in  another  atate^  or  ''for  improving  prop- 
wtiea"  therein,  sinoe  the  diioretion  aa  to  tima  does  not  render  the  doc- 


ItosiBB  of  Equitablb  Cobtbbson  BT  Will  n  Appugablb  whxeb 
Labd  ia  directed  to  be  converted  '*  at  echednle  prioea  "  into  property  in 
another  atate^  there  being  no  negative  words  indicating  an  intent  on  the 
Mtalor'a  part  not  to  have  such  lands  sold  at  a  less  price. 
DocTBDrB  18  HOT  Operativb  wherb  Land  is  directed  to  be  converted 
into  real  estate  in  another  state,  where  such  conversion  is  dependent 
apon  two  each  nncertain  events  as  the  termination  of  a  life  estate  in 
each  land,  and  the  sale  even  then  at  a  price  specified  in  the  wilL 
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Taam  "Homistiad''  Mavxfistlt  Mkani,  when  wtd  In  *  tastrtor**  win, 
tht  hooM  and  all  the  gronndB  in  which  hb  Urtd,  and  Is  not  witoicted  to 
the  one  fonrtfa  of  an  acre  mentioned  in  the  atatnta. 

OoMU'JWtfi'iow  OF  Will  — Tbubt  BarATi— BimuTtMU  ^Where  ttiare  aja 
direotioniinawill  regarding  the  oonyeraion,  holdingi  and  managing  of  an 
estate  for  the  beneficial  interest  of  several  persons  living,  and  to  be  bon^ 
as  indioated,  and  the  executor  is  alone  named  in  the  will,  snob  ozeeator 
takes  a  legal  title  to  the  whole  eatoto  in  tnut  for  the  puposa  mantiopod, 
The  atraral  directions  in  the  will  are  sddrsessd  to  him  and  bia  anooaa- 
aora  in  office^  whether  byandllary  administnt&oa  or  otherwise.  Ho  and 
tfa^  are  to  execute  the  will  so  far  as  the  kw  will  permit;  and,  subject  to 
sndi  segregations  as  the  constmction  of  the  will  demands,  are  to  h<Jd  and 
manage  the  eorpiu  of  the  estate  until  the  residnnm  by  the  terms  of  tba 
win  finally  passes  oat  of  their  hands;  nor  may  ha  or  th^  parverfc  or 
alianato  the  estate  in  contravention  of  the  tmst 

BiHDVUX  OF  BsTixx.  —  Where  a  will  providea  that  a  certain  definite  por- 
tion of  the  net  annual  income  of  an  estete  shall  be  paid  to  certain  ben*- 
ficiariea,  among  whom  waa  the  widow,  and  ahe  relinquishea  her  righto  to 
bar  portion  of  such  income,  the  share  of  the  others  is  not  thereby  ia- 
fliaaaadt  and  the  niissliiim  whether  the  •^wwimiilmfiffli  of  miih  nndianoaad 
of  share  into  the  residnnm  of  the  esteto  would  or  would  not  be  vali^, 
nol  determined,  since  such  income  would  arise  from  lands  in  anotht 


Wkuom,  wbmk  SnomaaixiiK— Whare,  from  time  to  time^  under  the  pro- 
vidona  of  a  willy  portiona  of  the  cM^wt  of  the  eatoto  weia  to  vest  in  f  ee  in 
theaon,  from  the  moment  he  becomsa  the  owner  of  such  fto  thai  portion 
beoomaa  segregated  from  the  estate  and  relieved  from  every  provision  of 
the  will,  eapedally  from  that  part  of  it  rdating  to  the  paying  ont  to 
bsBedoiariea  of  the  net  annual  income  of  the  estate;  and  so  much  of  tiia 
eatato  aa  the  widow  electe  to  take  in  lien  of  the  provision  made  her  in 
toe  wiU  becomee  segregated  in  like  manner. 

Ibi,  ..Where  a  bequest  is  made  of  a  specific  sum  of  money,  to  take  effect  npoo 
the  happening  of  a  certain  oontingency,  — as  the  death  of  the  teatotor'a 
aon  betorea  certain  age,  leaving  heirs,  — if  such  event  happens,  such  anm 
should  be  at  once  regarded  as  segregated  from  the  estote^  and  held  in 
trust  for  said  heirs  until  such  time  as  they  can  take  absolutely  under 
said  will,  notwithstanding  the  will  in  other  parte  directe  the  payment  of 
all  the  net  annual  inoome  of  the  estete  to  certain  beneficiaries  named 
thersiiL 

Ocarmironov  ov  Wnx— Tbust^Vistkd  InnRiST.^  Where  a  will  di* 
looted  toe  conversion  of  most  of  the  testotor'a  lands,  situate  in  different 
states,  into  landa  in  Kansas  City,  and  aUo  directed  the  conversion  of  the 
"homestead,"  in  case  the  widow  should  not  desire  to  reside  thereon,  into 
land  in  said  city,  the  executor,  as  trustee^  takee  a  future  vested  estate  in 
the  "  homestead,"  and  as  to  the  other  property  he  takes  a  present  vested 


Ia,  *  Whbu  thb  TiSTAXOB'a  Son,  when  he  reached  forty  years  of  age, 
to  have  what  was  remaining  of  the  whole  estete  after  the  payment  of 
certain  bequests,  and  the  determination  of  the  widow's  interest  therein, 
or  in  case  he  became  the  sole  surviving  legatee,  and  should  die  before  he 
became  vested  with  said  estete,  then  the  same  was  to  be  given  to  Hamil- 
ton  College,  which  latter  was  also,  upon  the  happening  of  other  unoertaia 
events,  to  come  into  the  remainder  of  the  estete,  — in  such  case^  neither 
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of  said  partiM  tike  anytliiiig  more  than  •  oontingent  intereet  thweiiv 
under  the  Wiiooiiiin  etetnteSi 
PftKFKruRm — SuHJfjmaioir  or  'Power  of  Ausraixob.  —An  attempt  in  a 
win  to  create  a  fatnre  eitate  in  land,  whereby  the  tame  it  liable  to  be 
tied  up  from  thirty  to  f or^-eight  yean  after  the  teetator'e  deatht  ooneti* 
tntee,  under  the  Wieeonain  atatnte,  each  an  imlawfnl  saapeiiaion  of  the 
power  of  alienation  aa  to  make  mch  dispontian  roid.  8adi  land,  there- 
fore, daecenda  to  the  heira,  aabject  to  the  widow'a  righta  therein. 

Ilk — Tmi    RULB    IB    U11IVIBSAX9  THAT  ▲  SUSPSHSIOH    OW   TBS   FOWMB  OV 

AuBVATiON  mnat  neoeesarily  terminate,  under  any  and  all  drcninetanoei^ 
within  the  period  preeoribed  by  the  etatate^  or  the  diapoiition  will  be 
▼oid. 
Fbopbbtt  nr  Oikib  Sxath.— Aa  to  the  i^pUoatian  of  the  doetrine  of 
equitable  oonvenioa  to  landa  and  property  aitoate  ia  oUmt  tMrn^  the 
ooorte  of  WiMomin  have  no  jnriediction  to  detonniiM  the  title  to  eadi 
landa,  nor  the  legUity  of  aoeamnlatuma  of  zenta  and  profila  therefrom. 
It  woald  aeem  that  the  yaJidity  of  aneh  convetiloo»  or  of  the  anapenaion 
of  tiie  power  of  aKiaiatiwi,  would  be  determinable  by  the  law  of  the  atate 
where  tiie  property  0QU?erted  ia  aitoatfc 

On  January  26, 1886,  one  Fianoia  F.  Ford,  deceased,  leay- 
ing  a  will  which  was  duly  admitted  to  probate  on  May  17, 
1886.  The  will  directed  the  payment  of  the  debts  and  fimeral 
expenses  out  of  the  moneys  on  hand,  or,  if  necessary,  ont  of  the 
estate.  It  also  directed  that  the  expenses  of  carrying  on  the 
estate  should  from  year  to  year  be  paid  ont  of  the  income  there- 
ol  All  the  other  provisions  of  the  will  are  expressly  stated  in 
the  oinnion,  with  the  exception  of  subdivisions  8,  8, 9,  and  12, 
which  were  as  follows:  "  8.  It  is  my  will  and .  I  so  direct  that 
all  indebtedness  of  any  of  my  brothers  to  me  shall  be  and 
hereby  is  canceled,  and  the  legal  evidence  of  such  indebted- 
ness shall  be  returned  to  the  makers  thereof."  "  8.  It  is  my 
will  and  I  so  direct  that,  in  addition  to  said  homestead  and 
ftmiiture,  my  said  wife,  Maggie,  shall  have  one  quarter  of  the 
net  annual  income  of  the  remainder  of  my  estate  during  her 
natural  life,  sulject  to  modifications  in  article  12  of  this  in- 
strament;  and  it  is  expressly  stipulated  that  the  above 
bequests  to  my  said  wife  are  in  lieu  of  dower."  "  9.  It  is  my 
will  and  I  so  direct  that  my  son,  Marcus  C.  Ford,  shall  have 
one  quarter  of  the  net  annual  income  of  my  estate,  homestead 
not  included,  until  such  time  as,  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  this  will  hereinafter  made,  he  shall  come  into 
the  possession  of  the  entire  estate,  but  the  expenditure  and 
use  of  said  income  during  his  minority  shall  be  under  the 
control  and  direction  of  his  guardian,  and  I  appoint  his 
mother  his  guardian  during  his  minority,  and  in  the  event  of 
her  death  I  appoint  my  brothers,  Edward  I.  and  Henry  T.,  in 
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her  place/'   ^'  12.  It  is  my  will  and  I  so  direct  that  when  my 
eon,  Marcus  C,  reaches  his  majority,  he  shall  become  the 
owner  in  fee  of  ten  thousand  dollars'  worth  of  my  real  estate, 
and  at  twenty-five  (25)  years  of  age  he  shall  have  an  addi- 
tional twenty  thousand  ($20,000)  dollars'  worth,  and  at  thirty 
(30)  years  of  age  he  shall  have  an  additional  twenty-five 
thousand   ($25,000)   dollars'  worth,  and  at  thirty-five  (35) 
years  of  age  he  shall  have  an  additional  forty-five  thousand 
{$45,000)  dollars'  worth,  and  at  forty  (40)  years  of  age  the 
remainder  of  my  estate  shall  become  his;  I  also  direct  that 
the  income  of  my  said  wife,  Maggie,  shall  be  kept  up  to  fifteen 
hundred  ($1,600)  dollars,  any  deficit  to  be  taken  from  the  in- 
come of  my  son,  Marcus  C,  and  as  an  ofiTset  thereto  my  son, 
Marcus  C,  shall  be  entitled  to  any  excess  in  said  wife's 
income  over  and  above  twenty-five  hundred  ($2,500)  dollars 
a  year."    The  testator's  brothers,  Joseph  C.  and  Henry  T. 
Ford,  were  named  as  executors  in  the  will,  which  bore  date 
January  25,  1884.    Joseph  C.  duly  qualified  and  acted  as 
executor.    Two  schedules  were  referred  to  in  the  will,  and 
were  designated  therein  as  A  and  B  respectively.    The  lands 
described  in  the  first  consisted  of  a  homestead  in  Madison, 
Wisconsin,  and  lands  in  Michigan  and  Kansas,  and  were 
priced  by  the  testator  in  said  schedule  at  seventy-five  thousand 
five  hundred  dollars,  in  the  aggregate.    The  lands  described 
in  the  second  schedule  were  located  in  Kansas  City,  and  were 
priced  by  the  testator  in  said  schedule  at  nineteen  thousand 
two  hundred  dollars.    The  testator  died  in  Kansas  City,  Mis- 
souri, but  resided  and  had  his  domicile  in  Madison,  Dane 
County,  Wisconsin.    He  left  surviving  him  a  widow,  one  son, 
aged  twelve,  and  three  brothers,  all  of  which  persons  were  liv- 
ing at  the  time  of  the  pendency  of  this  action.    The  estate  of 
the  testator  was  valued  at  about  one  hundred  and  seventy-five 
thousand  dollars,  and  was  located  for  the  greater  purt  in 
Kansas  and  Missouri,  although  there  was  a  homestead  in  Wis- 
consin valued  at  about  twelve  thousand  dollars;  some  two 
hundred  acres  of  land,  or  an  interest  therein,  in  Iowa,  and 
fiome  real  estate  in  Michigan;  there  was  also  certain  personal 
estate  in  Madison,  Wisconsin,  consisting  of  household  goods, 
wagons,  etc.,  together  with  certain  rentals  due  from  real  estate. 
In  addition  there  was  about  thirty  thousand  dollars  in  notes 
and  mortgages,  which  had  been  assigned,  or  attempted  to  be 
assigned,  by  the  testator  during  his  lifetime  to  his  brother, 
Henry  T.    These  securities  were  in  Kansas  City  at  the  time 
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of  the  death  of  the  testator,  where  a  eoit  was  pending  to  de- 
termine the  title  thereto.  The  lands  in  Michigan,  Kansas,  and 
Missouri  were  worth  the  prices  fixed  by  the  testator  in  the 
schedules.  The  widow  elected  to  take  under  the  statutes  of 
the  several  states  named,  in  lieu  of  the  provisions  made  her 
by  the  wilL  An  action  was  brought  by  the  executor  in  the 
circuit  court  of  Dane  County  for  the  construction  of  the  wilL 
The  complaint  was  answered  by  the  widow,  by  the  guardian 
ad  Utem  of  the  testator's  son,  and  by  Hamilton  College.  The 
court  found  the  will  valid;  that  there  was  no  unlawful  sus- 
pension of  the  power  of  alienation,  and  that  no  part  of  it  was 
within  the  law  of  this  state  against  perpetuities  to  which  con* 
struction  of  said  will  exceptions  were  severally  filed  by  said 
plaintiff,  the  widow,  the  guardian  ad  litemy  and  Hamilton 
College,  and  appeals  were  taken  by  them  from  the  judgment 
entered  thereon  to  this  court 

/.  C  Sloan  and  John  M.  Olin,  for  the  executor. 

fiwney  and  Sanbom,  for  Marcus  C.  Ford 

8Uv€n»  and  Morris^  for  Margaret  O.  Ford. 

Qregory^  Birdj  and  Oregory^  for  Hamilton  College. 

Casbodat,  J.  At  the  time  of  the  testator's  death,  and  for 
several  years  immediately  prior  thereto,  his  residence  and 
domicile  were  in  the  city  of  Madison,  Wisconsin.  As  stated, 
he  left  personal  property  and  large  amounts  of  valuable  lands 
in  Wisconsin,  Michigan,  Iowa,  Kansas,  and  Missouri.  His 
widow  and  little  boy,  Marcus  C.,  and  his  three  brothers  and 
Hamilton  College,  are  the  sole  objects  of  his  bounty.  The 
will  is  unique.  It  is  said  to  have  been  drawn  by  the  testator 
himsell  It  may  be  doubtful  whether  it  would  have  presented 
more  intricate  questions  for  solution  had  it  been  drawn  by  a 
ddllfol  lawyer  with  that  end  in  view.  Its  validity  is  chal- 
lenged as  a  whole  and  in  parts,  and  a  construction  is  de- 
manded. The  language  employed  seems  to  be  sufficiently  clear 
to  indicate  the  purposes  intended.  The  difficulties  arise  in  ap- 
plying the  law  to  such  purposes.  Before  proceeding  to  make 
such  application,  it  may  be  well  to  state  a  few  general  rules  of 
law  applicable  to  the  case,  readily  deducible  from  the  au- 
thorities, and  virtually  conceded  by  all. 

1.  The  validity  of  every  devise  or  disposition  of  real  estate 
by  will  must  be  governed  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  the 
Ittkd  is  situated;  and  this  includes  not  only  the  form  and 
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::v«  n;*!" 


mode  of  the  execution  of  the  will,  but  also  the  lawful  power 
and  authority  of  the  testator  to  make  such  disposition:  Story's 
Conflict  of  Laws,  sec.  474^  and  note;  2  Qreenl.  Et.,  sec.  670; 
1  Redfield  on  Wills,  sec.  898|  snbd.  8;  Bobertaon  v.  PiehreUj 
109  XT.  S.  608;  WhUe  v.  Howard,  46  N.  Y.  141  The  impor- 
tance of  this  proposition  in  considering  the  Talidity  of  a  will 
covering  lands  in  so  many  different  states  will  be  appreciated 
by  all. 

2.  On  the  contrary,  although  not  as  well  defined,  nor  as 
extensively  enforced,  yet  the  authorities  clearly  support  the 
proposition  that  the  validity  of  a  bequest  or  disposition  of 
personal  property  by  last  will  and  testament  must  be  governed 
by  the  law  <^  the  testator's  domicile  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
and  this  includes,  not  only  the  form  and  mode  of  the  execu- 
tion of  the  will,  but  also  the  lawful  power  and  authority  of 
the  testator  to  make  such  disposition;  and  especially  is  this 
true  where,  as  here,  the  testator's  domicile  at  the  time  of 
making  his  will  continues  to  be  the  same  until  the  time  of 
his  death:  Story's  Conflict  of  Laws,  sees.  467, 468;  Stewart  v. 
MeMartin^  6  Barb.  488;  MauUrie  v.  HwU,  23  N.  Y.  894;  Nat  v. 
Coon$,  10  Mo.  648;  De9esbai$  v.  Berquierf  1  Binn.  836;  2  Am. 
Dec.  448;  SamerviOe  v.  SomervUUy  5  Yes.  Jr.  750,  786;  Ana- 
trutJher  v.  Chalmer,  2  Sim.  1;  Price  v.  Dewhunt,  8  Id.  279;  4 
Mykie  &  C.  76;  Enohin  v.  Wylie,  8  Jur.,  N.  S.,  897;  10  H.  L. 
Cas.  1;  Crispin  v.  DogKoni^  8  Jur.,  N.  S.,  653;  L.  B.  1  H.  L. 
App.  Cas.  301;  Eamsi  v.  Eaeon,  L.  B.  16  Ch.  Div.  407;  L.  R. 
18  Ch.  Div.  347.  This  is  not  shaken  by  the  criticism  of  Lord 
Westbury's  opinion  in  Enohin  v.  TTylte,  stfpra,  by  the  earl  of 
Selbome,  L.  C,  in  Ewing  v.  Ewing,  L.  R.  9  App.  Cas.  39. 

3.  The  same  rule,  as  to  the  law  of  the  testator's  domicile, 
governs  in  the  interpretation  or  construction  of  wills:  Story's 
Conflict  of  Laws,  sees.  479  a-479  c;  Van  Steenwych  v.  Wash^ 
bwm,  59  Wis.  510;  48  Am.  Rep.  532.  In  the  words  of  Mr. 
Justice  Story:  "The  language  of  wills  is  not  of  universal  in* 
terpretation,  having  the  same  precise  import  in  all  countries 
and  under  all'  circumstances.  They  are  supposed  to  speak 
the  sense  of  the  testator  according  to  the  received  laws  or 
usages  of  the  country  where  he  is  domiciled,  by  a  sort  of 
tacit  reference,  unless  there  is  something  in  ther  language 
which  repels  or  controls  such  a  conclusion":  Harrison  v. 
Nixon,  9  Pet  504;  Trotter  v.  Trotter,  4  Bligh,  N.  S.,  502; 
Enohin  v.  WyliCj  eupra;  Chamberlain  v.  Napier,  L.  R.  15  Ch. 
Div.  614.    The  general  rule  is  the  same  respecting  real  estate. 
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whenever  the  object  is  merely  to  ascertam  the  meaning  and 
intent  of  the  testator  from  the  language  employed  in  the  will: 
Id.;  2  Greenl.  Bv.,  sec.  671. 

With  these  general  propositions  in  mind,  we  may,  without 
infringing  any  rule  of  interstate  comity,  venture  to  asoertain 
if  we  can  the  intention  of  the  testator  as  disclosed  in  this  will, 
and  also  its  validity,  at  least  as  to  certain  portions  of  the  prop* 
erty. 

4.  The  papers  coming  from  the  county  court  must  be  taken 
as  the  will  of  the  testator:  Thornton  v.  Curling,  8  Sim.  810; 
Price  V.  Dewhurst,  mtpra.  They  consist  in  what  has  been 
called  the  will,  with  schedules  A  and  B  therein  mentioned, 
and  thereunto  attached.  In  construing  the  will,  we  are  to 
consider  these  three  papers  as  one  instrument  in  law,  and 
together  constituting  the  will  of  the  testator:  Aekeriy  v.  Fer- 
non,  Comyn,  881;  8  Brown  Pari.  Cas.  91;  HtU  v.  Chapman,  1 
Yes.  Jr.  407;  Habergham  v.  Vincent,  2  Id.  204;  Jaehon  v. 
Babeock,  12  Johns.  894;  Loring  v.  Stmner,  28  Pick.  102;  Baker^e 
Appeal,  107  Pa.  St  881;  62  Am.  Bep.  478;  Fickle  v.  Snepp, 
97  Ind.  289;  49  Am.  Bep.  449. 

5.  It  is  claimed  on  the  part  of  the  executor  that,  under  the 
directions  of  the  will,  all  the  personal  prcqperty  and  all  the 
real  estate  outside  of  Ifissouri  must,  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
termining the  validity  of  the  will  or  some  of  its  provisions,  be 
regarded  as  oonverted  and  permanently  invested  in  lands  in 
Kansas  City,  Missouri,  under  the  well-known  doctrine  of  equi- 
table convewion*  That  doctrine  is  firmly  established;  and  if 
it  applies,  or  in  so  fitr  as  it  applies,  it  must  be  enforced.  It 
may  be  well  to  restate  it,  with  some  of  its  limitations.  As 
long  ago  as  the  time  of  Lord  Chancellor  Thurlow,  it  was  ob- 
served by  him  ^'that  nothing  was  better  established  than  this 
principle:  that  money  directed  to  be  employed  in  the  pur- 
chase of  land,  and  lasid  directed  to  be  sold  and  turned  into 
money,  are  to  be  considered  as  that  species  of  property  into 
which  they  are  directed  to  be  converted;  and  this,  in  whatever 
manner  the  direction  is  given, — whether  by  will,"  or  otherwise. 
^'The  owner  of  the  frmd,  or  the  contracting  parties,  may  make 
land  money,  or  money  land.  The  cases  established  this  rule 
universally.  If  any  difficulty  has  arisen,  it  has  arisen  from 
special  circumstances":  Fletdier  v.  Aehbumer,  1  Brown  Ch.  499. 
This  was  expressly  sanctioned  by  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States  at  an  early  day:  Craig  v.  Ledie,  8  Wheat.  577. 
The  reason  for  the  rule  is  there  stated  bv  Mr.  Justice  Washing- 
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ton,  speaking  for  Uie  whole  court,  thus:  ^^The  principle  upon 
which  the  whole  of  this  doctrine  is  founded  is,  that  a  court  of 
equity,  regarding  the  substance  and  not  the  mere  form  and 
circumstances  of  agreements  and  other  instruments,  considers 
things  directed  or  agreed  to  be  done  as  having  been  actually 
performed,  where  nothing  has  intervened  which  ought  to  pre- 
vent a  performance."  From  that  and  other  cases  the  late 
chief  justice  of  this  court  deduced  this  general  rule:  ^^  When 
a  will  contains  a  power  of  sale  not  mandatory  in  terms,  but 
it  is  apparent  from  the  general  scope  and  tenor  of  the  will 
that  the  testator  intended  all  his  realty  to  be  sold,  the  power 
of  sale  will  be  held  imperative,  and  the  doctrine  of  equitable 
conversion  applied":  Ihdge  v.  WUliam$y  46  Wis.  97;  De  W6lf 
V.  Lamm,  61  Id.  477-479;  60  Am.  Rep.  148. 

In  Pennsylvania  it  has  been  held  '^that  the  equitable 
conversion  of  realty  into  pesornalty,  by  force  of  a  direction 
in  a  deed  or  will  to  sell,  only  takes  place  where  the  direc- 
tion is  positive  and  absolute;  ....  that  if  a  proposed  sale 
is  contingent  or  eventual  in  a  deed  or  will,  equitable  con- 
version does  not  follow  ":  Nedy  v.  Qranihamj  68  Pa.  St.  437. 
But  the  better  opinion  seems  to  be  as  in  effect  held  in  Dodge 
V.  TFiSiami,  stipm,  that  whenever  a  direction  to  convert  is 
apparent  from  the  whole  will,  whether  expressed  or  impliedi 
then  the  duty  and  obligation  to  convert  is  imperative,  and  the 
doctrine  of  equitable  conversion  applies.  Thus,  in  White  v. 
Howard,  46  N.  Y.  162,  Qrover,  J.,  speaking  for  the  court,  said: 
^*  To  constitute  a  conversion  of  real  estate  into  personal,  in  the 
absence  of  an  actual  sale,  it  must  be  made  the  duty  of,  and 
obligatory  upon,  the  trustees  to  sell  it  in  any  event.  Such  con* 
version  rests  upon  the  principle  that  equity  considers  that  as 
done  which  ought  to  have  been  done.  A  mere  discretionary 
power  of  selling  produces  no  such  result":  Power  v.  Caesidy, 
79N.Y.618,614;  86  Am.  Bep.  660;  JTobton  v.  JTob,  96  N. Y.  606. 
So  it  has  been  held  that,  "  where  the  general  scheme  of  the  will 
requires  a  conversion,  the  power  of  sale,  although  not  in  terms 
imperative,  operates  as  a  conversion;  and  this  will  be  deemed 
to  be  immediate,  although  the  donee  of  the  power  is  vested, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  estate,  with  a  discretion  as  to  the  time  of 
sale":  LenJt  v.  Howard,  89  N.Y.  169;  Ingremv.  Mackey,  6 
Bedf.  867.  But  the  will  must,  in  terms  or  by  necessary  impli- 
cation, disclose  an  intent  to  convert,  in  order  to  sustain  the 
theory  of  equitable  conversion:  Hobson  v.  Hale,  supra. 

6.  Having  thus  stated  some  of  the  principles  and  some  of 
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the  facts  upon  which  the  doctrine  of  equitable  convenion 
xests,  it  becomes  necessary  to  consider  the  application  of  those 
principles  to  some  of  the  provisions  of  this  will. 

(a)  The  lands  in  Iowa  are  nowhere  mentioned  or  referred 
to  in  the  will  or  either  of  the  schedules.  This  being  so,  it  is 
manifest  that  the  doctrine  of  equitable  conversion  has  no 
application  to  them.  They  must  therefore  be  regarded  as 
lanas  in  Iowa,  and  the  validity  of  the  will  respecting  such 
lands  be  determined  by  the  laws  of  Iowa. 

(b)  The  several  pieces  of  land  specifically  described  in 
schedule  6  are  all  situated  in  Kansas  City,  Missouri.  Con- 
gidering  that  schedule  in  connection  with  subdivision  5  of 
the  willy  of  which  it  forms  a  part,  as  we  must,  and  the  direc- 
tions thereby  given  to  the  executors  are  that  they  '^  shall,  at  '^ 
their  ^^ discretion,"  "either"  sell  the  several  pieces  of  lands 
so  described  in  schedule  B,  and  invest  the  proceeds  thereof  in 
more  desirable  rentable  property  in  Kansas  City,  or  use  said 
proceeds  in  improving  some  of  the  testator's  Kansas  City 
properties.  This  mere  discretionary  authority  can  in  no  sense 
operate  as  an  equitable  conversion, — oertainly  not  until  an 
actual  conversion  should  in  fact  occur.  Besides,  such  conver- 
sion of  the  lands  described,  into  other  lands  in  the  same  city 
and  state,  could  in  no  way  afiect  or  change  their  legal  ttatua. 
So  they  must  be  regarded  as  lands  in  Missouri  in  determining 
the  validity  of  the  will  respecting  the  same. 

(c)  By  the  sixth  subdivision  of  the  will,  the  testator  ex- 
pressly directs  that  all  moneys,  notes,  bonds,  mortgages,  or 
other  evidence  of  indebtedness  to  him  from  any  and  all  par- 
ties, except  his  brothers,  "shall,  as  soon  as  practicable  after" 
his  death,  "be  used  either  in  the  purchase  of  property  in 
Kansas  City,  or  for  improving  properties  in  said  city  then  on 
hand."  This  clause  of  the  will  relates  particularly  to  the 
tfair^  thousand  dollars  of  personal  property  in  dispute;  and 
whiehy  for  the  purposes  of  these  appeals,  is  assumed  to  be  the 
pnfpertj  of  the  estate.  The  direction  to  so  convert  is  not  pre- 
vented from  being  imperative  by  adding  "  as  soon  as  practi- 
cable- after  "  his  death,  and  thus  giving  some  discretion  as  to 
the  time  or  times  of  such  conversion.  If  such  permanent  in- 
vestment of  such  personal  estate  in  lands  in  Kansas  City  can 
be  lawfully  made,  and  then  lawfully  held  as  lands  in  Kansas 
City  during  the  time  and  for  the  purposes  expressed  in  the 
will,  then  there  can  be  no  doubt  but  what,  subject  to  the 
widow's  rights  therein,  as  hereinafter  stated,  the  doctrine  of 
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eqtdtable  coatwaion  is  applicable  to  rach  personal  estate; 
and  in  that  erent,  the  same  is  accordingly  to  be  regarded  as 
lands  in  Missouri  from  the  time  of  the  testator's  death;  other- 
wise not.  In  other  words,  since  the  right  to  so  convert  is 
dependent  upon  the  right  to  so  inyest  and  hold,  the  legality 
of  such  equitable  conversion  is  dependent  upon  the  same 
right  to  so  invest  and  hold.  Whether  such  investment  and 
holding  would  be  lawful  or  unlawful  will  be  considered  here- 
after. 

(d)  The  several  pieces  of  land  specifically  described  in 
schedule  A  consist  of  the  homestead  in  Madison,  Wisconsin, 
and  lands  in  Michigan  and  Kansas.  As  the  directions  in  re- 
lation to  the  homestead  differ  from  the  directionB  in  relation 
to  the  other  lands,  the  homestead  will  be  considered  by  itself 
hereafter.  Considering  schedule  A  in  connection  with  sub- 
division 4  of  the  will,  of  which  it  forms  a  part,  as  we  must, 
and  the  directions  thereby  given  as  to  the  several  pieces  of 
land  in  Michigan  and  Kansas  are  to  the  efliMt  that  each  and 
all  of  said  pieces  of  land  '^shall  be  converted,  as  soon  as 
practicable  after ''  the  testator's  death,  **  at  schedule  prices,  or 
as  much  better  as  may  be,  ...  .  into  good,  rentable,  *  inside ' 
property  in  Kansas  City,  Missouri."  The  testator  manifestly 
had  an  exalted  opinion  of  the  present  and  future  of  JTAnaftfi 
City.  The  scheme  of  his  will  indicates  an  intention  to  have 
his  lands  in  Michigan  and  Kansas  sold  as  soon  as  practica- 
ble, and  the  proceeds  thereof  invested  in  real  estate  in  Kan- 
sas City.  He  directs,  in  effect,  that  the  several  pieces  of  land 
mentioned  shall  be  so  converted  as  soon  as  practicable  after 
his  death.  Is  such  purpose  to  be  frustrated  merely  by  add- 
ing ^*  at  schedule  prices,  or  as  much  better  as  may  be  "  7  On 
the  contrary,  were  not  those  words  added  as  a  guide  to  his 
executors,  or  for  the  purpose  of  stimulating  purchasers  to  pay 
a  larger  price?  It  seems  to  us  that  such  was  his  intent;  for,^ 
apparently  with  the  same  view,  he  added  to  the  schedule' 
price  of  each  piece  a  still  larger  estimated  value.  Of  course, 
it  may  turn  out  to  be  impossible  to  ever  sell  some  of  the 
pieces  at  the  schedule  price;  and  yet  there  is  nothing  in  the 
will  indicating  that  he  ever  contemplated  such  a  result,  or 
any  permanent  holding  of  such  lands  as  a  part  of  the  estate, 
as  is  plainly  indicated  as  to  the  Missouri  lands.  There  are 
no  negative  words  indicating  an  intent  not  to  have  any  of  the 
lands  in  Michigan  or  Kansas  sold  at  a  less  price.  As  indi- 
cated in  another  connection,  some  discretion  may  be  given  as 
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to  the  time  or  times  of  making  such  Bales  and  inrestmenta, 
without  preventing  the  application  of  the  doctrine  of  eqnita* 
ble  conTereion.  The  only  purpose  manifest  in  the  will  for 
selling  any  of  the  Michigan  or  Kansas  lands  is  to  invest  the 
proceeds  of  such  sales  in  real  estate  in  Kansas  City,  and  then 
to  hold  such  lands  in  that  city  as  a  part  of  the  estate  during 
the  time  and  for  the  purposes  indicated  in  the  will.  If  such 
permanent  investment  can  be  lawfully  made,  and  such  lands 
so  lawfully  held,  then  we  discover  no  reason  why  the  doctrine 
of  equitable  conversion  should  not  apply  to  Uiem.  Never- 
theless, the  legality  of  such  equitable  conversion  is  necessarily 
dependent  upon  the  right  to  so  invest  and  hold.  Whether 
such  investment  and  holding  would  be  lawful  or  unlawful 
will  be  further  considered  hereafter.  What  has  been  thus 
said  is  not  by  way  of  determining  the  validity  of  the  title  to 
any  lands  outside  of  Wisconsin,  nor  the  validity  of  any  in* 
vestment  or  trust  in  or  tenure  of  such  lands,  but  merely  to 
ascertain  the  meaning  and  intent  of  the  testator  from  the  lan- 
guage employed  in  the  will,  which,  as  we  have  seen,  is  a  duty 
devolving  upon  this  jurisdiction. 

(«)  In  regard  to  the  homestead,  the  directions  are,  in  effect, 
that  it  shall  be  converted,  as  soon  as  practicable  after  his 
death,  into  good  rentable  '^  inside "  property  in  Kansas  City, 
Missouri,  ^'  at  schedule  price,"  which  is  ten  thousand  dollars, 
or  as  much  better  as  may  be;  and  then,  by  subdivision  7  of  the 
will,  the  testator  directs,  in  effect,  that  his  wife  shall  have  the 
use  of  his  homestead,  furniture,  and  appurtenances  so  long  as 
she  may  desire  to  live  in  it  as  her  home;  and  that  in  case  she 
at  any  time  ceases  to  desire  it  as  her  home,  he  directs  that,  as 
soon  thereafter  as  practicable,  it  be  sold  '^  at  a  price  not  less" 
than  ten  thousand  dollars,  or  as  much  more  as  the  property 
will  bring,  and  the  proceeds  thereof  be  invested  in  good  renta- 
ble property  in  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  and  the  rentals  of  such 
property  be  added  to  the  income  of  the  estate.  Here  are 
directions  to  sell,  and  to  invest  the  proceeds  in  real  estate  in 
Kannas  City,  it  is-  true,  but  they  are  accompanied  by  other 
directions  not  to  sell  nor  to  so  invest  until  after  the  concur^ 
rence  of  two  events;  one  being  that  the  widow  shall  cease  to 
desire  it  as  her  home,  and  the  other  is,  that  it  be  sold  at  a 
price  not  less  than  ten  thousand  dollars.  The  word  "  home- 
stead," as  used  in  the  will,  manifestly  means  the  house  and 
all  the  grounds  where  the  testator  lived,  and  is  not  restricted 
to  the  one  fourth  of  an  acre  mentioned  in  the  statute:  R.  8., 
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eec.  2988.  As  stated,  the  widow  has  elected  to  take  the  pro- 
visionB  made  for  her  bj  law  instead  of  the  inrovisions  made 
for  her  in  the  will,  as  required  bj  the  statutes:  Id.,  sec.  2172. 
Upon  making  such  election,  the  widow  at  once  became  en- 
titied  to  the  same  dower  in  the  testator's  lands,  and  the  same 
rights  to  the  homestead,  and  the  same  share  of  his  personal 
estate,  as  if  he  had  died  intestate,  except  that  the  share  of 
personal  estate  which  she  so  took  was  restricted  to  one-third 
part  of  his  net  personal  estate:  R.  S.,  sees.  2172,  3985; 
Leach  v.  Leachy  65  Wis.  291.  Since  the  testator  left  a  son  as 
well  as  widow,  her  right  to  the  homestead  thus  secured  by 
such  election  is  the  right  to  such  statutory  homestead  of  one 
fourth  of  an  acre  during  her  widowhood,  and  dower  in  the 
balance  of  the  land  connected  therewith:  R.  S.,  seo.  2271, 
Bubd.  2.  In  other  words,  the  extent  and  duration  of  her  right 
in  the  homestead  has  been  diminished  by  such  election. 

Can  we  hold  that  the  direction  in  the  will  to  sell  the  home- 
stead, and  invest  the  proceeds  as  indicated,  works  an  equitable 
conversion  of  the  estate  into  Missouri  lands?  As  observed, 
there  is  no  such  direction  to  convert  until  the  widow  ceases  to 
desire  it  for  a  home.  Presumably  this  will  not  occur  during 
her  widowhood,  which  may  be  rej^irded  as  equivalent  to  a  life 
estate.  But  the  sale  is  expressly  forbidden,  even  after  the 
termination  of  the  widow's  right,  at  any  price  less  than  that 
specified.  To  apply  the  doctrine  of  equitable  conversion  to 
lands  which  are  (Urected  not  to  be  sold  until  the  termination 
of  such  life  estate,  nor  then,  except  in  an  uncertain  event 
which  may  never  occur,  would  be  to  stretch  that  doctrine  be- 
yond anytiiing  authorized  by  or  contemplated  in  the  authori- 
ties. We  must  therefore  hold  that  the  homestead  must  be 
regarded  as  lands  in  Wisconsin,  and  accordingly  the  validity 
of  the  will  respecting  the  same  must  be  determined  by  the 
laws  of  Wisconsin. 

7.  Before  determining  such  validity,  and  to  aid  such  deter- 
mination, it  becomes  necessary  to  ascertain,  if  we  can,  more 
fully  the  intention  and  meaning  of  the  testator  as  disclosed 
by  the  language  employed  in  other  parts  of  Ms  will.  Un- 
doubtedly the  legal  title  to  the  personal  property  belonging 
to  the  estate  is  vested  in  the  executor:  Scott  v.  TTeat,  68  Wis. 
665,  556.  Of  course  he  holds  the  same  for  the  benefit  of  the 
cestuia  que  truet^  including  the  rights  of  the  widow,  as  indicated 
in  the  sections  of  the  statute  cited  above.  So  far  as  the  law 
Will  permit,  the  executor,  by  virtue  of  the  will,  has  acquired 
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all  the  rights  therein  given,  and  ie  charged  with  all  the  obli* 
gations  therein  imposed:  Id.  The  several  directions  in  the- 
will  are  addressed  to  him  and  his  successors  in  office  and  hi» 
subordinates,  whether  by  ancillary  administration  or  other- 
wise. He  and  they  are  to  execute  the  will  so  far  as  the  law^ 
will  permit  He  and  they  are  to  pay  the  testator's  lawful 
debts  and  funeral  expenses  from  moneys  on  hand  at  his  deaths 
and,  if  they  are  insufficient,  then  the  balance  from  the  inoome 
of  the  estate.  He  and  they  are  to  pay  the  necessary  expenses 
of  carrying  the  estate  from  year  to  year,  from  the  inc<Hne 
ihereofl  The  will  impliedly  excludes  the  whole  of  the  home* 
stead,  while  occupied  by  the  widow  as  such,  from  being  a 
aource  of  income  to  the  estate,  but  provides  that  in  case  of 
its  conversion  as  indicated,  then  the  rentals  of  such  newly 
acquired  property  are  to  be  added  to  the  income  of  the 
estate. 

By  the  election  of  the  widow  to  take  under  the  statute  in- 
stead of  the  will,  the  bequest  to  her  in  the  eighth  subdivisioi^ 
of  the  will  of  "  one  quarter  of  the  net  annual  income  of  the 
remainder"  of  the  '' estate  during  her  natural  life,"  which 
by  the  twelfth  subdivision  was  to  be  kept  up  to  fifteen  hundred 
dollars  from  the  share  of  the  income  given  to  the  son,  becomes 
inoperative.  By  such  election  a  portion  of  the  home  property, 
not  included  in  the  statutory  homestead  nor  the  widow's  right 
of  dower  in  the  balance,  might  be  the  source  of  a  trifling  in* 
come  to  the  estate;  but  this  would  be  dependent  upon  the  va* 
lidity  of  the  provision  in  the  will  for  the  future  conversion  of 
the  homestead,  of  which  we  shall  presently  speak.  By  the- 
direction  in  the  ninth  subdivision  of  the  will,  the  son  is  to 
have  one  quarter  of  the  net  annual  income  of  the  estate  (ex- 
clusive of  the  homestead)  until,  under  the  provisions  of  th& 
will,  he  comes  into  the  possession  of  the  entire  estate,  except 
as  the  same  may  be  sooner  terminated  by  his  death.  By  the 
direction  in  the  tenth  subdivision  of  the  will,  the  brother  Ed- 
ward Irving  is  to  have  one  quarter  of  the  net  annual  income 
of  the  estate  (exclusive  of  the  homestead)  during  his  natural 
life.  By  the  direction  in  the  eleventh  subdivision  of  the  will,, 
the  brokers  Joseph  C.  and  Henry  T.  were  ^'each"  to  have- 
one  eighth  of  the  net  annual  income  of  the  estate  (exclusive^ 
of  the  homestead)  during  their  natural  lives.  Such  bequests 
annually  from  the  *'net  annual  income"  of  the  estate  are 
clearly  severable,  as  each  is  independent  of  the  other  and  al- 
most necessarily  must  terminate  at  a  difPerent  time  than  any  of 
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tbeothers.  Since  the  annual  share  of  each  Bach  legatee  iaeach 
year  confined  to  snch  "  one  quarter  "  or  ^'  one  eighth  "  of  each 
net  annaal  income  of  the  estate,  it  manifestly  cannot  be  in« 
creased  by  the  one  quarter  of  such  net  annual  income  now 
ondisposed  of  by  reason  of  the  election  of  the  widow.  As  the 
undisposed  of  one  fourth  of  such  net  annual  income  cannot 
arise  from  the  rents,  issues,  or  profits  of  lands  in  Wisconsin, 
but  must  arise  from  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  lands  out- 
side of  this  state,  or  from  the  personal  estate  liable  to  be 
treated  as  converted  into  Missouri  lands  as  indicated,  we  re- 
serve further  consideration  of  the  question  whether  the  accu- 
mulatieu  of  such  undisposed  of  net  annual  income  into  the 
residuum  of  the  estate  would  or  would  not  be  valid.  Mani- 
festly, it  is  the  theory  of  the  will  that  the  several  fractional 
ahares  of  such  net  annual  income  thus  bequeathed  will 
from  time  to  time  be  diminished,  as  portions  of  the  corpus  of 
the  estate  may  pass  to  Marcus  under  the  twelfth  clause  of  the 
will;  for,  the  moment  he  may  become  the  absolute  owner  in 
fee  of  any  portion  of  the  land  thereby  devised,  that  moment 
such  portion  will  become  segregated  from  the  estate,  and 
thereby  reUeved  from  every  provision  of  the  will.  So,  what- 
ever property  the  widow,  by  reason  of  her  election,  takes  un- 
der the  statutes  of  the  several  states,  becomes  in  like  manner 
eegregated  from  the  estate.  It  is  only  the  one  quarter  or  the 
one  eighth  of  the  net  annual  income  of  the  testator's  estate 
that  is  thus  bequeathed;  not  such  fractional  share  of  the  net 
annual  income  of  what  may  become  the  estate  of  Marcus  or 
the  widow. 

By  the  will,  Marcus  is  to  have  no  portion  of  the  corpus  of 
the  estate,  except  as  he  becomes  entitled  to  it  under  the  direc- 
tion in  the  twelfth  subdivision  of  the  will,  and  by  such  direc- 
tion he  is  only  to  become  the  owner  in  fee  of  a  portion  of  the 
eorpm  of  the  estate  when  he  '^  reaches  his  majority,"  and  then 
additional  installments  of  such  corpus  from  time  to  time  until 
he  reaches  the  age  of  forty  years,  when  ^Hhe  remainder"  of 
the  "estate"  is  to  become  his.  But  in  the  event  of  Marcus 
-dying  "after  reaching  his  majority,  leaving  one  or  more  legiti- 
mate children  of  his  body,"  then  the  direction  of  the  thirteenth 
subdivision  of  the  will  is,  "  that  the  income  of  forty  thousand 
dollars'  worth  of"  his  "  estate,  or  so  much  thereof  as  may  in 
prudence  be  necessary,  shall  be  used  for  the  proper  support  of 
€uch  child  or  children  until  they  shall  severally  become  of 
legal  age,  when  an  equal  part  of  the  above-named  principal 
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and  accrued  intexefit  shall  become  his  or  hen  absolutely/' 
That  is  to  eay,  ixmnediately  upon  the  death  of  Marcus  after 
so  reaching  his  majority,  and  before  becoming  forty  years  of 
age,  leaving  such  child  or  children  him  surviving,  the  forty 
thousand  dollars'  ''worth  of"  the  "estatCi"  if  there  shall  be  so 
much,  is  to  be  regarded  as  segregated  &om  the  rest,  and  held 
in  trust  for  them  '^  until  they  shall  severally  become  of  legal 
age,"  as  therein  directed.    ''In  the  event"  that  Marcus  "shall 
survive  all "  the  "  other  legatees,"  that  is  to  say,  shall  survive 
the  widow  and  each  of  the  three  brothers,  "  and  then  die  be- 
fore coming  into  the  possession"  of  the  "whole  estate,"  then 
the  fourteenth  subdivision  of  the  will  directs  "  that  the  re- 
mainder"  of  the  "estate,  as  of  that  date,  shall  belong  to  Ham- 
ilton College."    But  the  words,  "  the  remainder  of  my  estate," 
as  here  used,  cannot  mean  what  will  be  the  entire  estate  at 
the  time  of  such  death  of  Marcus,  unless  it  so  happens  that 
upon  such  death  he  leaves  no  such  child  or  children  him  sur- 
viving.   But  in  case  he  does  leave  such  child  or  children  him 
surviving,  then  such  "  remainder "  of  the  estate  will  only  be 
what  may  remain  of  such  estate  after  setting  apart  the  forty 
thousand  dollars'  worth  of  the  estate  for  the  benefit  of  such 
child  or  children,  as  provided  in  the  thirteenth  subdivision  of 
the  wilL    Such  must  be  the  construction,  for,  unless  the  words 
"  the  remainder  of  my  estate  "  be  so  limited,  the  fourteenth 
subdivision  of  the  will  would  be  clearly  repugnant  to  the  pro- 
visions made  for  such  child  or  children  in  the  thirteenth  sub- 
division, for  it  could  not  have  been  the  intention  to  give  as  a 
remainder  of  the  estate,  to  Hamilton  College,  the  forty  thou- 
sand dollars  which  might  thus  be  set  apart  for  such  child  or 
children. 

If  either  the  wife  or  one  of  the  brothers  shall  become  the 
only  surviving  legatee,  then  "in  that  event"  the  fifteenth 
subdivision  of  the  will  directs  that  the  "estate  at  that  time 
be  divided  as  nearly  as  may  be  into  two  equal  parts  as 
regards  value  and  renting  power,  and  said  wife  or  brother 
shall  then  choose  between  the  incomes  of  said  two  proper- 
ties, and  have  and  eiyoy  the  same  during  his  or  her  natural 
life  ";  and  "  the  other  part "  of  the  "  estate  shall  at  that  date 
become  the  property  of  Hamilton  College  " ;  and  "  at  the 
death  of  said  wife  or  brother  the  remaining  part"  of  the 
"estate  shall  become  the  property  of  Hamilton  College." 
The  words  "  my  only  surviving  legatee,"  as  used  in  this  last 
subdivision  of  the  will,  imply,  at  least,  that  all  other  legatees 
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named  in  the  will  and  living  at  the  time  of  the  testator's 
death,  including  Marcus,  shall,  previous  to  the  time  of  such 
8o]e  survivorship,  have  died  leaving  some  portion  of  the  cor- 
pus of  the  estate  which  had  not  before  passed  to  the  widow, 
to  Marcus,  or  for  the  benefit  of  such  child  or  children  by 
segregation,  as  indicated.  It  may  occur  that  all  three 
brothers  die  before  Marcus,  or  that  the  widow  and  two  of 
the  brothers  die  before  Marcus,  and  then,  after  reaching  his 
majority,  Marcus  dies,  leaving  one  or  more  such  children 
him  surviving.  In  that  event,  the  words,  ''  my  estate  at  that 
time  be  divided  as  nearly  as  may  be  into  two  equal  parts," 
as  used  in  the  last  subdivision  of  the  will,  manifestly  mean 
only  so  much  of  the  estate  as  may  then  remain  after  setting 
apart  the  forty  thousand  dollars'  worth  of  the  estate  for  the 
benefit  of  such  child  or  children,  as  provided  in  the  thirteenth 
subdivision  of  the  will. 

Such  are  the  provisions  of  the  will  we  are  called  upon  to 
consider.  Undoubtedly  the  will  created  in  the  executor  an 
express  trust,  within  the  meaning  of  section  2061,  Revised 
Statutes.  In  fact,  he  is  required  to  do  much  more  than  to 
merely  sell  or  lease  lands  for  the  benefit  of  legatees.  He  is 
required  to  do  much  more  than  merely  to  receive  the  rents 
and  profits  of  lands  and  apply  them  to  the  use  of  a  person 
during  the  life  of  such  person,  or  for  any  shorter  term.  He 
is  required  to  do  much  more  than  merely  to  receive  the  rents 
and  profits  of  lands  and  to  accumulate  the  same  for  any  of 
the  purposes  and  within  the  limits  of  chapter  96,  Revised 
Statutes.  He  manifestly  is  to  take,  hold,  and  manage  the 
estate  for  the  beneficial  interest  of  the  several  persons  living 
and  to  be  bom  as  indicated.  Such  duties  clearly  imply  that 
be  is  to  take  a  legal  title  to  the  whole  estate  in  trust  for  the 
purposes  mentioned:  Scott  v.  West,  68  Wis.  658-662;  R.  S., 
sec.  2086. 

The  will  throughout  deals  with  the  estate  of  the  testator. 
It  uses  the  words  ^'my  estate,"  or  their  equivalent,  some 
sixteen  different  times.  It  is  such  estate  that  the  executor 
and  his  successor  and  subordinates  are  charged  by  the  will 
with  managing,  converting,  renting,  improving,  gathering, 
and  dividing,  and  paying  over  the  income  annually,  and  from 
time  to  time  segregating,  and  finally  dividing  the  corpus  of 
the  estate,  and  then  giving  up  the  residuum.  Subject  to  such 
segregations  from  time  to  time,  they  are  required  to  so  hold 
and  manage  the  corpus  of  such  estate  until  the  same  finally 
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passes  wholly  to  the  Bon,  at  the  age  of  forty  (should  he  live 
80  long),  twenty-eight  years  after  the  testator's  death.  Should 
he  die  after  reaching  his  majority  and  before  becoming  forty, 
leaving  one  or  more  such  children,  then  such  executor,  etc.,  is 
required  to  set  apart  the  forty  thousand  dollars'  worth  of  said 
estate,  which  may  include  the  Wisconsin  land,  or  even  tht 
whole  of  the  remainder  of  the  estate,  and  hold  and  manage  the 
same  until  such  children  severally  become  of  age.  The  time 
for  such  setting  apart  may  commence  soon  after  Marcus  be- 
comes twenty-one,  or  not  until  just  before  he  reaches  forty, 
and  then  continue  twenty-one  years  thereafter.  No  one  can 
tell  how  many  of  such  children  may  be  bom,  or  whether  any 
or  how  many  may  reach  their  majority. 

Thus,  according  to  the  will,  the  estate,  including  the  Wis- 
oonsiQ  land,  is  liable  to  be  so  tied  up  from  thirty  to  forty- 
eight  years  after  the  testator's  death.  But  even  if  Marcus 
does  not  so  die  leaving  such  children,  still,  by  the  fourteenth 
and  fifteenth  subdivisions  of  the  will,  the  estate,  including  the 
Wisconsin  land,  is  liable  to  be  so  tied  up  until  Marcus  and 
the  widow  and  the  three  brothers  are  all  dead  save  one,  either 
the  widow  or  one  of  the  brothers,  as  the  "only  surviving 
legatee."  In  other  words,  at  least  four,  if  not  all,  of  these 
five  persons,  living  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death,  must 
die  before  either  of  those  subdivisions  of  the  will  can  become 
operative.  During  such  periods,  or  large  portions  of  them,  it 
is  impossible  to  tell  where  the  corpus  of  the  estate  will  finally 
go  by  the  terms  of  the  will.  If  Marcus  lives  long  enough, 
then  all  is  to  go  to  him.  If  he  dies  during  the  next  nineteen 
years  after  he  becomes  of  age,  leaving  children,  then  a  large 
portion  of  it,  and  possibly  the  whole,  may  go  to  them.  If  he 
survives  all  the  o^er  legatees  named,  and  then  dies  during 
that  period,  then  a  portion  of  it  will  probably  go  to  Hamilton 
College;  but  no  one  can  tell  how  much,  nor,  for  certain,  whether 
any.  li  he  dies  under  twenty-one,  even  though  he  leave  chil- 
dren him  surviving,  yet  neither  he,  nor  such  children,  nor  his 
heirs  at  law,  are  to  have  any  of  such  corpus.  But  even  then 
BQch  corpus  is,  by  the  will,  to  remain  tied  up  during  the  times 
and  for  the  purposes  named,  and  only  go  to  Hamilton  College 
tipoQ  the  occurrence  of  the  events  mentioned. 

The  necessity  of  the  corpvs  of  the  estate  being  held  by  a 
trustee  during  such  several  periods  and  awaiting  such  several 
contingencies  and  possibilities,  seems  to  be  absolute:  Scoti  v. 
Vest,  supra.    Such  trustee  or  executor  is  directed  to  sell  some 
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lands  and  buy  others,  but  he  has  no  authority  under  the  will 
to  pervert  or  alienate  any  portion  of  the  estate  in  contraven- 
tion of  the  trust:  R.  S.,  sec.  2091;  De  Wolf  v.  Lamon,  61  Wis. 
475;  50  Am.  Rep.  148.  In  other  words,  the  corpus  of  the 
estate  is  inalienable  during  the  continuance  of  the  trust 
Should  the  trustee  die,  it  would  become  necessary  to  appoint 
a  successor;  and  even  while  he  lives  there  may  be  a  necessity 
for  an  ancillary  administration. 

Under  this  will  and  our  statutes,  can  we  hold  that  there  is 
no  unlawful  suspension  of  the  power  of  alienation  as  to  this 
Wisconsin  land?  As  indicated,  upon  the  death  of  the  testa- 
tor the  widow  took  under  the  will  a  present  life  estate  in  that 
land;  and  she  has  now  substantially  the  same  under  the 
statutes.  According  to  the  will,  the  executor,  as  trustee,  took 
a  future  estate  in  trust  in  the  same  land,  for  it  was  "limited 
to  commence  in  possession  at  a  Aiture  day":  R.  S.,  sec.  2034; 
Scott  V.  West,  63  Wis.  570.  "Future  estates,"  under  our  stat- 
ute, "are  either  vested  or  contingent ":  R.  S.,  sec.  2087.  "They 
are  vested  when  there  is  a  person  in  being  who  would  have 
an  immediate  right  to  the  possession  of  the  lands,  upon  the 
ceasing  of  the  iatermediate  or  precedent  estate  ":  Id.  By  the 
terms  of  the  will,  the  trustee  or  executor  was  to  take  such 
future  vested  estate  in  the  homestead.  As  to  the  other  prop- 
erty, he  took  a  present  vested  estate:  CosUr  v.  LoriUardj  14 
Wend.  802,  808.  But  neither  Marcus  nor  Hamilton  College 
had  anything  more  than  a  contingent  interest  therein;  for  the 
statute  expressly  declares  that  such  "future  estates  ....  are 
contingent  while  the  person  to  whom,  or  the  event  upon  which, 
they  are  limited  to  take  e€fect  remains  uncertain  ":  R.  S.,  sec. 
2037.  "These  definitions  of  vested  and  contingent  remain- 
ders," said  Savage,  C.  J.,  "are  very  diflFerent  from  the  com- 
mon-law definitions  of  those  estates":  Coster  v.  LoriUard^  14 
Wend.  801.  They  took  no  vested  interest  in  the  land,  and 
could  convey  none:  R.  S.,  sees.  2086,  2089;  De  Wolf  v.  Lauh 
eon,  61  Wis.  475,  476;  50  Am.  Rep.  148.  Under  our  statute 
"every  future  estate,"  whether  vested  or  contingent,  is  "void 
in  its  creation,"  which  "suspends  the  absolute  power  of  aliena- 
tion ....  for  a  longer  period  than  during  the  continuance  of 
two  lives  in  being  at  the  creation  of  the  estate,"  etc.:  R.  S., 
sees.  2038,  2039;  De  Wolf  v.  Laweon,  61  Wis,  478;  60  Am. 
Rep.  148.  The  only  exception  to  this,  which  is  in  section 
2040,  is  clearly  not  applicable  here. 

To  avoid  all  uncertainty,  one  of  the  same  sections  declares 
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that  sach  ^  absolute  power  of  alienation  shall  not  be  suspended 
by  any  limitation  or  oondition  whatever,"  and  the  other  de* 
Clares  that  "  such  power  is  suspended}  when  there  are  no  per- 
sons in  being  by  whom  an  absolute  fee  in  possession  can  be- 
conveyed."  Since  the  trustee  cannot,  under  the  will,  relinquish 
the  trost,  which  includes  the  '^  possession,"  until  the  purposes 
of  the  trust  are  fulfilled  as  the  several  periods  for  such  fulfill- 
ment transpire;  and  since  persons  are  liable  to  be  bom,  who,, 
by  the  terms  of  the  instrument,  wiU  be  entitled  to  a  large  por- 
tion, and  possibly  the  whole,  of  what  may  then  remain  of  the 
estate,  including  this  homestead, — it  is  very  obvious  that 
"there  are  no  persons  in  being  by  whom  an  absolute  fee  in  pos- 
session can  be  conveyed,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  statutes; 
aod  since  this  state  of  things  must,  under  the  will,  continue 
for  a  longer  period  than  two  lives  in  being  at  the  creation  of 
the  estate,  such  suspension,  as  to  this  homestead,  must  be  ad- 
judged contrary  to  the  statute,  and  therefore  absolutely  void: 
Cotter  V.  LonUard,  14  Wend.  817-824;  Hawtey  v.  JameSj  16  Id. 
121, 122, 164, 165, 174-179. 

It  is  impossible  to  escape  this  conclusion  by  speculating  as 
to  the  probabilities  of  Marcus  and  his  unborn  children  eventu- 
ally getting  this  Wisconsin  land  under  the  will.  We  have  no 
authority  to  speculate  upon  the  chances.  The  rule  is  universal 
that  such  suspension  of  the  power  of  alienation  must  neces- 
sarily terminate,  under  any  and  all  circumstances,  within  the 
period  prescribed  by  the  statute,  or  the  disposition  unll  be  void: 
SchetOer  v.  Smithy  41  N.  Y.  828;  Kncz  v.  Jonee,  47  Id.  897. 
Nor  is  it  possible  to  escape  such  conclusion  on  the  theory  that 
the  trustee  or  executor  merely  has  a  power  in  trust  to  sell  such 
homestead;  for,  as  indicated,  neither  the  future  estate  of  Mar- 
cus nor  Hamilton  College  therein  is  anything  more  than  con- 
tiugent  under  our  statutes.  We  must,  therefore,  hold  that  the 
attempted  disposition  of  the  homestead  by  the  will  is  void,  and 
that  upon  the  death  of  the  testator  the  same  descended  to 
Marcus,  subject  to  the  widow's  rights  therein,  as  indicated 
mider  the  statutes. 

8.  It  is  strenuously  urged,  in  effect,  that,  as  the  testator's 
lesidence  and  domicile  were  in  this  state  at  the  time  of  making 
his  will  and  his  death,  he  could  thereby  create  no  valid  trust 
except  such  as  is  sanctioned  by  the  laws  of  this  state.  In 
other  words,  that  he  could  not  by  such  a  will,  under  the  doc- 
trine of  equitable  conversion,  cause  his  personal  property  and 
his  lands  in  Michigan  and  Kansas  to  be  converted  into  lands 
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in  Kansas  City,  Missoari,  and  there  held  as  his  estate,  and  the 
power  of  the  alienation  thereof  suspended  beyond  the  time  au- 
thorized by  our  statutes,  even  though  such  suspension  would 
he  valid  under  the  laws  of  Missouri;  and  that  the  question  as 
to  the  validity  of  such  suspension  is  properly  determinable 
by  this  jurisdiction.  I  frankly  confess  that  I  was  deeply  im- 
pressed upon  the  hearing  with  the  plausibility  and  force  of 
this  argument.  The  will  was  here  admitted  to  probate.  The 
executor  here  qualified  and  received  his  commission  from  the 
county  court.  He  is  directly  accountable  to  and  subject  to 
the  orders  of  that  court.  There  may,  necessarily,  be  ancillary 
■administrations  in  other  states,  but  they  will  in  law  be  sub- 
ordinate to  this,  which  must  be  regarded  as  the  principal 
administration.  But  in  such  intricate  matters  of  title  and 
jurisdiction,  impressions  are  of  no  value,  unless  supported  by 
the  logic  of  the  law,  if  not  by  authority. 

In  Curtis  v.  Hutton^  14  Ves.  Jr.  637,  cited  by  counsel,  the 
testator  devised  real  estate  in  England  in  trust  to  be  sold,  and 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  with  the  personal  estate  upon  trust, 
to  be  laid  out  in  lands  for  the  maintenance  of  a  charity  in 
Scotland,  and  it  was  held  void  as  to  the  real  estate,  but  valid 
as  to  the  personal  property,  by  the  effect  of  the  option.  The 
reason  for  holding  such  devise  of  such  real  estate  in  England 
void,  as  given  by  Sir  William  Grant,  master  of  the  rolls,  was 
that  "  the  owners  of  such  property  are  disabled  from  dispos- 
ing of  it  to  any  charitable  use,  except  by  deed  executed  twelve 
months  before  the  death  of  the  owner,  etc.,  to  take  effect  from 
the  execution":  Id.  541.  Such  disability  of  otherwise  dispos- 
ing of  such  land  was  held,  in  effect,  could  not  be  frustrated  by 
the  doctrine  of  equitable  conversion.  That  decision  is  the 
foundation  of  section  479  d  of  Story's  Conflict  of  Laws,  which 
cannot  be  regarded  as  of  any  greater  authority;  nor  does  it 
€quarely  meet  the  question  here  presented.  Nine  years  after 
that  decision,  the  same  learned  master  of  the  rolls,  in  a  case 
(where  the  testator  by  his  will  directed  his  executors  to  dispose 
of  all  his  real  and  personal  property  at  Grenada,  in  the  West 
Indies,  and  remit  the  proceeds  to  England,  to  be  laid  out  as  a 
charitable  fund  in  the  best  manner  possible,  held  that  such 
directions  were  not  void,  as  the  statute  of  mortmain  did  not 
^extend  to  Grenada:  Attorney-General  v.  Stewart^  2  Mer.  143. 

In  Attorney-General  v.  MUl,  2  Dowl.  &  C.  893,  the  testator, 
l)y  his  will,  made  in  England,  where  he  was  at  the  time  domi- 
ciled, and  so  remained  until  his  death,  gave  his  personal  and 
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real  estate  (none  of  the  latter  being  in  England  or  Scotland, 
but  in  the  West  Indies)  to  trustees,  to  be  laid  out  in  the  pur- 
chase of  lands  or  rents  of  inheritance  in  fee-simple,  for  a  chari- 
table purpose,  at  Montrose,  in  Scotland,  and  it  was  held  by 
the  house  of  lords,  affirming  the  decree  of  the  chancellor, 
'^  that  the  bequest  was  void  by  the  statute  of  mortmain,  it  not 
appearing  from  the  will  that  the  testator  intended  that  the 
trustees  should  have  the  option  to  purchase  lands  in  Scot- 
land." The  plain  inference  from  the  opinion  is,  that  had  the 
will  directed  the  purchase  of  the  lands  in  Scotland,  then  it 
would  have  been  valid,  as  the  law  there  did  not  prevent  such 
purchase. 

In  Fordyee  v.  Bridges,  2  Phil.  Ch.  616,  Lord  Chancellor  Cot- 
tenham,  speaking  of  this  subject,  said:  ''An  objection  was 
made  that  the  bequest  of  a  fund  to  be  invested  in  a  regular 
Scotch  entail  was  void  as  a  perpetuity.  The  rules  acted  upon 
by  the  courts  in  this  country,  with  respect  to  testamentary  dis- 
positions tending  to  perpetuities,  relate  to  this  country  only. 
What  the  law  of  Scotland  may  be  upon  such  a  subject,  the 
courts  of  this  country  have  no  judicial  knowledge,  nor  will 
they,  I  apprehend,  inquire;  the  fund  being  to  be  administered 
in  a  foreign  country  is  payable  here,  though  the  purpose  to 
which  it  is  to  be  applied  would  have  been  illegal  if  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  fund  had  been  to  take  place  in  this  coun- 
try. This  is  exemplified  by  the  well-established  rule  in  cases 
of  bequests  within  the  statutes  of  mortmain.  A  charity  legacy 
void  in  this  country  under  the  statute  of  mortmain  is  good 
and  payable  here  if  for  a  charity  in  Scotland The  ob- 
jection raised  upon  the  ground  of  perpetuity  cannot  be  main- 
tained." This  seems  to  be  peculiarly  applicable  to  the  personal 
estate  here. 

It  is  said  that  Frele  v.  Lord  Carbery^  L.  R.  16  Eq.  461,  is  to 
the  contrary.  In  that  case,  the  testator  was  a  domiciled  Irish- 
man in  Ireland,  who,  after  disposing  of  personal  estate  in  trust, 
''gave  his  leasehold  house  in  Belgrave  Square,  England,  to  the 
same  trustees,  upon  trust  to  sell"  as  directed,  and  to  apply  the 
proceeds  in  discharge  of  any  encumbrance  on  the  same,  and 
the  residue  to  invest  in  government  or  real  securities,  and  hold 
the  same  upon  such  trusts  as  declared.  *^  The  validity  of  the 
trusts  for  accumulation  was  not  disputed,  so  far  as  they  re- 
lated to  the  testator's  government  stocks  and  funds,  and  other 
pure  pensonalty.  But  the  question  was  raised  whether  these 
trusts  were  valid  as  to  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  house  in 


138  Ford  v.  Fobd.  [Wisoonfliiiy 

Belgraye  Square,''  and  it  was  held  that  ^'  the  TheUuaeoii  act 
applied  to  the  English  leasehold,  and  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
thereof,  and  that  the  trust  for  accumulation  of  the  investments 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  in  excess  of  the  periods  permitted 
by  that  act  was  invalid."  This  is  clearly  distinguishable  from 
the  other  cases  cited,  and  is  an  authority  to  the  point  that  the 
law  of  the  place  where  the  land  is  situated  governs  as  to  the 
validity  of  its  disposition  by  will,  instead  of  the  law  of  the  tes* 
tator's  domicile,  as  here  claimed. 

In  the  celebrated  case  of  Hawley  v.  James^  6  Paige,  837,  16 
Wend.  74,  381,  7  Paige,  213,  32  Am.  Dec.  623,  the  testa- 
tor was  domiciled  in  Albany,  New  York.  By  his  will  he  di- 
rected all  his  lands  outside  of  New  York  City,  Albany,  and 
Syracuse,  including  forty  thousand  acres  in  the  state  of  Illi- 
nois,  to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  thereof  to  be  invested  in 
lands  in  the  three  cities  named,  upon  trusts  which,  under  the 
statutes  like  ours  cited,  were  held  void.  But  in  respect  to 
any  lands  of  the  testator  situated  in  the  state  of  Tllinois,  or 
elsewhere  outside  of  the  state  of  New  York,  the  decree  which 
was  entered  by  the  court  of  errors  stated  that  it  was  not  to  be 
deemed  a  decision  upon  the  title  of  the  said  trustees  to  those 
lands,  or  their  power  over  them  (16  Wend.  281),  which  ques- 
tion was  thereby  remitted  for  further  consideration  to  the  court 
of  chancery.  Upon  the  cause  being  remitted  to  the  chancel- 
lor, an  application  was  made  for  further  directions  in  pursu- 
ance of  such  decree.  Upon  a  full  hearing,  the  learned  chan- 
cellor said:  "This  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  make  a  decree 
which  will  directly  affect  either  the  legal  or  equitable  title  to 
lands  situated  in  another  state.  And  if  the  legal  title  to  the 
lands  now  in  question  was  in  any  of  the  infant  parties  accord- 
ing to  the  laws  of  Illinois,  or  if  those  who  had  the  legal  title 
were  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  so  that  it  would  be 
impossible  for  it  to  operate  upon  them  personally  to  compel 
them  to  execute  the  trust  or  to  convey  the  legal  title  according 
to  the  decree,  I  should  consider  it  my  duty  to  dismiss  the  ap- 
plication, and  to  refer  the  parties  to  the  courts  of  the  state 
where  the  trust  property  is  situated."  Then,  after  showing 
that  the  will  had  been  executed  in  conformity  to  the  laws  of 
Illinois  so  as  to  vest  the  legal  title  to  the  lands  in  that  state  in 
the  trustees,  and  that  as  the  object  of  the  testator  in  directing 
a  sale  of  the  Illinois  lands  and  a  conversion  of  the  same  into 
money  was  to  buy  lands  in  the  state  of  New  York,  and  hold 
them  upon  trusts  which  were,  contrary  to  the  statutes  of  that 
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state  and  therefore  illegal,  the  trustees  were  deemed  to  hold 
the  title  to  the  Illinois  lands  in  trust  for  the  heirs;  and  as  the 
trustees  were  all  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  they  were 
accordingly  directed  to  convey  the  same  to  the  heirs:  7  Paige, 
213. 

In  Burrill  v.  Sheilf  2  Barb.  457,  the  testator  domiciled  in 
New  York  directed  lands  in  that  state  to  be  sold,  and  a  por- 
tion of  the  proceeds  invested  in  England;  and  as  no  law  was 
thereby  violated,  it  was  held  that  the  courts  of  New  York  had 
no  power  to  divert  the  investment  from  England  and  direct 
the  same  to  be  made  in  New  York,  except  with  the  consent  of 
all  the  parties  interested;  and  as  some  were  infants,  such  con- 
sent could  not  be  obtained. 

In  Bascom  v.  AlberUon^  84  N.  Y.  584,  a  bequest  by  a  New 
York  testator  was  made  to  five  such  persons  as  the  supreme 
court  of  Vermont  should  appoint  to  be  trustees,  to  found,  es- 
tablish, and  manage  an  institution  for  the  education  of  females, 
to  be  located  at  Middlebury,  Vermont,  and  it  was  held  inef- 
fectaal  for  any  purpose,  since  the  object  of  the  bequest  was  un- 
lawful  in  the  state  of  the  testator's  domicile.  This  is  in  har- 
mony with  the  second  proposition  announced  in  this  opinion. 

In  Chamberlain  v.  Chamberlainy  43  N.  Y.  424,  the  testator 
was  domiciled  in  the  state  of  New  York,  and  among  other 
things  he  bequeathed  a  certain  amount  to  the  "Centenary 
Fund  Society,  a  corporation  created  under  the  laws  of  Penn- 
sylvania for  charitable  and  benevolent  purposes."  In  passing 
upon  its  validity  the  court  held  that  "  the  law  of  the  testator's 
domicile  controls  as  to  the  formal  requisites  essential  to  the 
validity  of  the  will,  the  capacity  of  the  testator,  and  the  con- 
struction of  the  instrument.  When  by  the  lex  domicilii  a  will 
has  all  the  formal  requisites  to  pass  title  to  personalty,  the  va- 
lidity of  particular  bequests  will  depend  upon  the  law  of  the 
domicile  of  the  legatee,  except  in  cases  where  the  law  of  the 
domicile  of  the  testator  in  terms  forbids  bequests  for  any  par- 
ticular purpose  or  in  any  particular  manner,  in  which  latter 
case  the  bequest  would  be  void  everywhere."  The  learned 
justice  giving  the  opinion  said:  "  8o  far  as  the  validity  of  be- 
quests depends  upon  the  general  law  and  policy  of  the  state 
affecting  property  and  its  acquisition  generally,  and  relating 
to  its  accumulation  and  a  suspension  of  ownership,  and  the 
power  of  alienation,  each  state  is  sovereign  as  to  all  property 
within  its  territory,  whether  real  or  personal.  It  is  no  part  of 
the  policy  of  the  state  of  New  York  to  interdict  perpetuities  or 
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gifts  in  mortmain  in  Pennsylvania  or  Califomia.  Each  state 
determines  those  matters  according  to  its  own  views  of  policy 
or  right,  and  no  other  state  has  any  interest  in  the  question; 
and  there  is  no  reason  why  the  courts  of  this  state  should 
follow  the  funds  bequeathed  to  the  Centenary  Fund  Society  to 
Pennsylvania  to  see  whether  they  will  there  be  administered 
in  all  respects  in  strict  harmony  with  our  policy  and  our  laws  ": 
Id.  434.  To  the  same  effect  is  Mapes  v.  American  H.  M.  Soc.^ 
83  Hun,  360;  Bible  Soe.  v.  Pendletarij  7  W.  Va.  79. 

This  case  of  Chamberlain  v.  Chamberlain^  aupra,  is  in  harmony 
with  subsequent  decisions  in  the  same  state  in  which  it  has 
been  held,  in  effect,  that  in  the  absence  of  any  equitable  conver- 
sion, the  question  as  to  the  unlawful  suspension  of  the  power 
of  alienation  of  lands  in  New  York  must  be  governed  by  the 
laws  of  that  state,  notwithstanding  the  testator  who  attempted 
to  dispose  of  the  same  was  at  the  time  of  making  his  will  and 
his  death  domiciled  in  some  other  state,  as,  for  instance,  in 
Connecticut,  Massachusetts,  or  Califomia,  as  will  appear  by 
White  V.  Howard,  46  N.  Y.  144;  Despard  v.  ChurehUlj  63  Id. 
192;  Hobson  v.  Hale,  95  Id.  688.  The  only  case  cited  which 
seems  to  be  in  conflict  with  the  principles  stated  is  Wood  v. 
Wood,  6  Paige,  596.  But  that  is  expressly  overruled  in  Cham^ 
berlain  v.  Chamberlain,  43  N.  Y.  485,  and  impliedly  so  in  other 
cases. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  look  further  into  the  authorities.  The 
difficulty  in  holding  that  the  laws  and  courts  of  this  state  may 
interdict  the  conversion  of  personal  property  into  lands  in 
Missouri,  or  lands  in  Michigan  or  Kansas  into  lands  in  Kansas 
City,  is  apparent  when  we  remember  that  the  laws  of  this 
state  have  no  extraterritorial  force,  and  the  courts  of  Wiscon- 
sin have  no  extrastate  jurisdiction.  The  principles  of  law 
thus  indicated  are  in  strict  harmony  with  the  rulings  of  this 
court  in  Van  Steemoyek  v.  Washburn,  59  Wis.  610,  511. 

We  mast  therefore  disclaim  jurisdiction  to  determine  the 
title  to  any  of  the  lands  outside  of  Wisconsin,  or  the  legality 
of  accumulations  of  rents  and  profits  therefrom.  It  follows 
that  the  validity  of  the  proposed  conversion  of  personal  prop- 
erty into  lands  in  Kansas  City  must  be  determined  by  the 
laws  and  courts  of  Missouri.  So  the  question  of  the  validity 
of  the  proposed  conversion  of  lands  in  other  states  into  lands 
in  the  same  city  would  seem  to  be  determinable  by  the  same 
jurisdiction;  but  of  this  we  have  no  authority  to  decide. 
8uch  questions  of  the  validity  of  such  conversions  should  be 
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determined  at  an  early  day,  by  institnting  the  proper  enit  in 
the  proper  jurisdiction. 

The  costs  and  disbursements  of  all  parties  in  this  court  and 
the  circuit  court  are  payable  out  of  the  estate.  The  county 
court  will  make  such  allowance  to  the  respective  parties  of  the 
estate  for  counsel  fees  as,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion, 
may  be  just. 

By  the  Court.  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  re- 
versed on  each  of  the  four  appeals,  and  the  cause  is  remanded, 
with  directions  to  enter  judgment  in  accordance  with  and  to 
the  extent  indicated  in  this  opinion,  but  leaving  open  for 
further  action  the  questions  as  to  the  validity  of  such  conver- 
sionSy  suspensions,  and  accumulations,  until  authoritatively 
determined  by  the  rightful  jurisdiction. 


Equttabls  Convxbsiom  or  Bxal  Ebtatb  nrro  Pimonax^  asd  PttBonAb 
EsTATB  IK  TO  BxAL,  BT  WiLL. — The  dootrme  of  equitaUo  ooovendon  is  ca« 
which  is  entirely  a  creation  of  and  depends  wholly  upon  the  rnlee  of  •qni^; 
and  in  the  determination  of  qnestiona  relating  thereto^  coniti  of  eqni^  hara 
■ole  jnriadiotion,  except  in  tboee  caaee  where  the  doctrine  is  leoogiiiied  and 
followed  in  oonrts  of  prohate,  and  others  of  like  chaiaoter,  in  the  settlenMnt 
and  distribution  of  estates  of  decedents:  8  Pomeroy's  Bq.  Jnr.,  sec  1159. 
The  principle  which  underlies  this  doctrine  is,  that  **  equity  regards  that  as 
done  which  onght  to  done  ":  Craig  v.  Leslie^  3  Wheat.  6^  578;  1  Jannan  on 
Wills,  5th  ed.  by  Bigelow,  584.  It  is  so  well  established  as  to  be  at  this  time 
beyond  cantrorersy  that  an  estate  will  be  considered  as  of  that  kind  of  prop- 
erty into  which  it  is  directed  to  be  converted;  that  is»  a  direction  in  a  will 
to  convert  realty  into  money  operates  as  an  equitable  oonTenioOy  and  the 
realty  is  thereafter  to  be  deemed  personalty  in  equity;  and  money  diieeted  to 
be  converted  into  land  is,  in  equity,  considered  as  such  for  all  intents  and 
purposes,  and  passes  therefore  by  de^nse,  and  descends  to  the  heir:  BrauJiaU 
y.  Ferri^^  14  N.  Y.  41;  67  Am.  Dec.  113;  Qrten  ▼.  8iephem,  17  Ves.  64,  77; 
Bankm  v.  RaaMn,  36  HI.  293;  87  Am.  Dec.  206;  Lqftea  t.  OIom  BobW,  15  Ark. 
680;  Beadk  y.  BeadU^  2  McCrary,  586;  CoUkm  y.  Champ^s  Hein,  15  B.  Hon. 
118;  61  Am.  Dec.  179;  MtUerY.  CammonweaUh,  111  Pa.  St.  321;  But  t.  ^tom- 
/ard,  1  Salk.  154;  Hawiey  y.  James,  5  Paige,  318, 443;  Biddtdph  y.  Biddulph, 
12  Vee.  161;  Oreen  y.  Joftnaoii,  4  Bush,  164.  So  "a  devise  of  land  which  a 
testator  by  his  wiU  directs  to  be  purchased  will  pass  an  inteiest  in  the  land 
itself,  without  regard  to  the  character  of  the  fund  out  of  which  the  purchase  is 
to  be  made ":  Craig  v.  Leslie,  8  Wheat.  562,  577;  and  land  is  considered  in 
equity  as  converted  into  personalty  by  a  direction  in  a  wiU  that  it  shall  be 
sold,  and  from  the  proceeds  thereof  a  fund  established  for  the  payment  of 
debts  and  legacies:  Proeior  v.  Ferebee,  1  Ired.  Bq.  143;  36  Am.  Dec.  84; 
Craig  v.  Leslie,  3  Wheat.  562,  582.  This  rule  is  further  instanced  by  the 
case  of  SmiSe  v.  Bifie,  2  Pa.  St.  52, 44  Am.  Dec.  156,  which  decides  that  land 
should  be  regarded  as  money  when  devised  to  trustees  to  be  sold,  and  the 
proceeds  applied  to  the  use  of  one  for  life,  and  afterwards  distributed  amon^ 
certain  parties  in  remainder;  so  a  devise  must  be  treated  as  of  money  and 
not  of  land,  when  by  the  provisions  of  a  will  real  estate  is  to  be  converted 
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Into  noniy,  «id  tha*  moMj  dMtrilmted  unuong  the  difviae«;  nor  doM  it 
make  way  diflemoe  in  thii  reipaot  tfaftk  the  l^gal  tiUe  detoended  to  tiw  d^ 
▼laees  to  wliom  the  money  is  to  be  paid  when  the  land  ii  aold:  Baier  t. 
Capenbarger,  15  HI  103;  68  Am.  Dec.  600»  and  aee  note  OOi.  And  where  a 
testator  direct!  his  ezeentor  to  sell  aU  his  real  and  personal  estate  and  pajr 
ever  the  proceedi  to  his  son*s  guardians,  whom  he  directs  to  nse  the  interest 
for  the  support  and  education  of  his  8on«  and  to  pay  him  the  principal  on  his 
attaining  his  majority,  such  real^  will  be  considered  as  haying  been  by  the 
directions  of  the  will  converted  into  money,  although  it  was  nerer  sold  by 
the  executors:  ^icrr  v.  8im^  1  Whart  262;  29  Am.  Dec  48.  But  land 
directed  to  be  sold  does  not  change  its  character  where  some  one  haWng  a 
right  so  to  do  elects  to  take  it  as  land:  TcaftoeU  v.  8nM,  1  Band.  313;  10 
Am.  Dec.  638.  Kor  is  real  estate  converted  into  personalty  where  it  is 
merely  directed  to  be  sold  upon  a  certain  condition;  but  if  a  valid  sale 
is  made,  the  surplus  proceeds  must  be  treated  as  personalty:  JSvcau  v.  King^ 
berry,  2  Band.  120;  14  Am.  Dec.  779.  And  a  conversion  into  real  of  personal 
estate  necessary  to  perfect  improvements  of  intestate's  real  estate  does  not 
take  place  where  the  improvements  were  not  intended  to  be  made  as  an  in- 
vestment, but  merely  incident  to  an  object  which  ceased  to  exist  upon  the 
death  of  the  intestate:  Chra^  v.  Eawkm»*s  AdnCrx,  8  Ohio  8t.  449;  72  Am. 
Dec.  600.  So  a  direction  that  lands  be  converted  into  money,  and  the  pro- 
ceeds divided  between  certain  persons,  creates  no  charge  upon  the  fund  for 
the  payment  of  debts,  but  the  beniifidaries  take  as  devisees,  and  their 
bequests  will  be  liable  for  the  testator's  debts  only  after  the  exhaustion  of 
the  personal  estate:  Ntnob/g  v.  Skkmer,  1  Dev.  ft  B.  Eq.  488;  31  Am. 
Dec  397.  Again  it  was  deddedin  Hooper  v.  Goodwin,  18  Ves.  166,  166,  that 
there  can  be  no  such  a  conversion  by  will  of  real  estate  into  personal  as  to 
allow  the  testator  to  directly  dispose  of  the  same  by  an  unattested  oodidls 
Hooper  v.  Goodwin,  18  Ves.  166,  166. 

Tistator's  Ibtzmtioh  thb  Drebkixino  FAOfon  as  to  wmrHJut  Gov- 
VEBSiON  BHOULD  Taks  Plaox.  ^The  principle  indicated  by  this  subdiviaioft 
of  the  question  under  consideration  is  well  illustrated  and  stated  by  the  case 
of  King  V.  King,  13  B.  I.  601.  There,  a  clause  of  the  testator's  will  provided 
that  the  residue  of  his  estate  remaining  after  the  payment  of  certain  legaciea 
should  go  to  certain  trustees,  who  were  vested  with  authority  to  sell  at  their 
discretion  any  of  the  trust  property,  but  the  legatees  had  also  under  said 
will  the  right  to  take  realty  for  and  in  place  of  the  amount  of  their  several 
bequests,  and  in  said  residuary  clause  the  words  "give,  devise,  and  be- 
queath "  were  used.  It  was  decided  that  the  real  estate  was  not  to  be  re- 
garded as  having  been  equitably  converted,  and  the  court  in  arriving  at  such 
determination  said  that  the  question  whether  the  clause  in  question  worked 
4Ln  equitable  conversion  of  the  real  estate  into  personalty  is,  "What  was 
the  testator's  intention?  the  rule  being  that  in  equity  the  property  will  be 
treated  as  being  already  what  it  was  intended  to  become Did  the  tes- 
tator intend  an  abeolnte  out  and  out  conversion,  or  only  to  give  the  Uuatees 
the  power  to  convert,  to  be  used  or  not  according  to  tiieir  discretion  T  The 
rule  for  the  deciuon  of  such  a  question  as  stated  —  and  in  our  opinion  co^ 
rectly  stated  —  by  Judge  Story  is,  that  '  in  general  courts  of  equity  do  not 
incline  to  interfere  to  change  the  quality  of  the  property,  as  the  testator  or 
intestate  has  left  it,  unless  there  is  some  dear  act  or  intention  by  which  he 
has  unequivocally  fixed  upon  it  throughout,  — a  definite  character  either  as 
money  or  as  land ':  2  Story's  £q.  Jur.,  sec  214;  or  as  the  rule  is  elsewhere 
laid  down;  for  the  will  to  operate  as  an  immediate  conversion,  it  must  ap- 
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pair  in  terms  or  by  necewary  impliMtbn  thai  tlM  tailiiifcor  inliodad  tiw 
property  to  be  converted  aboolntely  and  at  all  eventa." 

GoKYisaioN  MAT  Tjjle  Pijlce  bt  Wrrmpwi  Woam  ob  bt  Implication. 
— Thia  role  is  well  settled,  and  is  substantially  an  extended  application  of 
the  doetrine  of  intent  stated  supra,'  Flekhtr  ▼.  AMunMr,  1  Brown  Ch.  497. 
The  role  as  laid  down  in  Pennsylvania  is,  "  that  in  order  to  work  a  conver- 
sion, there  must  be  either,  —  1.  A  positive  direction  to  sell;  or  2.  An  abso- 
bte  necessity  to  sell  in  order  to  ezecnte  the  will;  or  8.  Sach  a  blending  of 
nal  and  personal  estate  by  the  testator  in  his  will  as  to  clearly  show  that  he 
intended  to  create  a  fond  oat  of  both  real  and  personal  estate,  and  to  be- 
qaesth  the  said  fund  as  money.  In  each  of  the  two  latter  cases  an  intent  to 
convert  will  be  implied**:  Hunt**  and  LtknuaCt  AppeaU,  105  Pa.  St  128,  141; 
and  in  Kew  York  it  is  declared  that  where  the  testator's  intent  is  not  directly 
and  definitely  expressed,  then  the  provisions  of  the  will  taken  together  mnot 
be  sBch  as  to  leave  no  doubt  of  the  testator's  intent:  Hcbmm  v.  Hakf  05 
K.T.568,6&7;  ^ee^v.  CrotKAam,  58  Pa.  St.  433.  So,  '<  where  the  general 
sdieme  of  the  will  requires  a  conversion,  a  power  of  sale  operates  as  a  con- 
venbn,  altiiongh  not  in  terms  imperative  **:  Lent  v.  iJoioarcf,  80  N.  Y.  109; 
PhapB'i  Ea^r  v.  Pimd^  23  Id.  GO;  Htrffwd  v.  SavenkOl,  5  Beav.  51;  Power  v. 
Ctutidf,  79  N.  Y.  602;  OxOwm  v.  Cookaon,  12  Clark  ft  F.  121;  8  Pomeroy's 
£q.  Jor.,  sec  1160;  PUher  v.  BasUa,  66  N.  Y.  468;  Page's  Bttaie,  75  Pa.  St. 
87;  Q<mUL  v.  Taylor  Orphan  Asyluni,  46  Wis.  106;  Wuri's  Esfrs  v.  Page,  10 
N.  J.  Eq.  365.  And  where,  as  in  the  principal  case,  an  executor  is  named  in 
the  will,  and  the  testator  directs  therein  that  the  estate  shall  be  sold  without 
dedaring  by  whom  such  sale  shall  be  made,  the  executor  will  take  a  power 
of  sale  by  implication:  Magruder  v.  Peter,  11  Gill  k  J.  217;  Peter  v.  Beverly, 
10  Pet  533;  Tayhr  v.  Benham,  5  How.  233.  But  a  direction  that  the  residue 
and  remainder  of  the  testator's  estate,  both  real  and  personal,  should  be  and 
remain  in  the  eare  and  custody  of  €be  executors  well  and  safely  invested, 
and  iHiiofa  does  not  otherwise  direct  any  change  in  the  character  of  the 
estate,  nor  state  the  nature  of  the  investments  to  be  made,  or  the  manner  of 
laaking  them,  does  not  work  by  implication  an  equitable  conversion:  Hchmm 
V.  Halet  05  N.  Y.  588.  Kor  does  a  power  to  sell  arise  by  implication  where 
the  hmd  is  to  be  equally  divided  among  the  legatees  by  <*  sale  or  otherwise, 
as  may  be  deemed  best";  Dunlap  v.  Pyle,  5  McLean,  822.  And  no  such 
eonvenion  ii  implied  where  lands  are  charged  only  with  the  payment  of 
^gi*B:  In  ths  Matter  qf  ihe  VTiff  </ Pocb,  62  N.  Y.  680,  687. 

PowKR  or  Sale  must  be  Absoluti  and  iMPKRAnvi,  and  not  Bibobb- 
TiosABT,  in  order  to  operate  as  a  conversion:  Cooke  v.  PlaU,  08  N.  Y.  36;  3 
Pomeroy's  Bq.  Jur.,  sec.  1160.  This  is  a  broad  statement  of  the  principle, 
and  is  ^e  general  rule,  subject  to  certain  exceptions  hereinafter  noted.  The 
rale  is  less  broadly  stated  as  follows:  A  mere  power  to  sell  does  not  operate 
as  a  conversion;  to  do  this,  the  duty  to  seU  must  be  imperative:  In  the  Mat- 
(erqftheWUlqfFox,52'S.Y.690,S31iffarriay,Clark,1ld.2i2.  There- 
fore, a  mere  discretionaiy  power  to  seU  does  not  operate  as  a  conversion: 
PnoCs  Appeal,  102  Pa.  St.  235,  255;  or,  "if  the  act  of  converting  ....  is 
left  to  the  option,  discretion,  or  choice  of  the  trustees,  or  other  parties,  then 
no  equitable  conversion  will  take  place,  because  no  duty  to  make  the  change 
nsts  upon  them ";  but  this  option  or  discretion  refers  to  the  very  act  of 
changing  the  form  of  the  property:  3  Pomeroy's  Eq.  Jur.,  sec.  1160;  citing, 
among  numerous  other  cases.  Hood  v.  Hood,  85  K.  Y.  561;  Prtnthe  v.  Jano- 
•en,  79  Id«  478;  Petereon'e  Appeal,  88  Pa.  St.  307;  Jan^ew,  CaldweB,  97  Id. 
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42;  MeClm^s  Afpmt,  7S  Id.  414$  Prati  ▼.  TdHqferra,  8  Leig^  419;  Dod^e  ▼. 
Trt7lianif^  46  Wis.  70;  Jomi  v.  7%roekmorkm,  07  CaL  868. 

BaoeepihM  to  the  Abmm  Rult»  — A  dittiiiction  is  made  and  reoognised  in 
Peroi*s  Afpeal,  102  Pft.  St.  236, 256,  between  cases  where  a  mere  disoretianary 
power  of  side  is  given  and  those  where  such  power  becomes  imperatiTe  aftw 
a  time,  and  the  legatees  are  given  the  proceeds  only,  and  not  the  estate 
itself.  In  which  latter  case,  the  ezecntion  of  the  power  becomes  oompol- 
sory,  in  order  to  present  the  object  of  the  testator  being  defeated.  Here 
there  is  a  conversion.  So  a  discretion  as  to  time  or  manner  does  not  prevent 
the  conversion  from  operating:  TaaeweU  v.  8mUh*MAdm*r,  1  Rand.  313;  8tagf^ 
V.  Jackson,  1  N.  T.  206;  examine  Cfknttler*s  Ex*r  v.  Meddia,  6  B.  Hon.  35w 
And  where  the  hmd  is  to  be  invested  in  real  or  personal  estate,  according  ta 
the  discretion  of  the  tmstees,  bat  the  oonstmction  of  the  whole  will  shows 
an  intention  to  invest  said  fond  in  real  estate,  it  is  regarded  as  real  estate^ 
although  never  invested:  Cowley  v.  Haristonge,  1  Dow,  361.  So  if  the  dis* 
oration  is  exercised,  and  the  property  actoally  ocmverted,  the  property 
passes  in  the  form  into  which  it  is  converted:  Bomme  v.  Bomnte,  2  Hare,  85; 
WhUe  V.  Howard,  46  N.  Y.  144;  Van  Veehtor  v.  Keator,  63  Id.  62.  And  if, 
after  land  is  directed  to  be  sold,  the  exeeators  are  then  vested  with  a  dieore- 
tionary  power  to  convey  a  portion  to  a  legatee  in  satisfaction  of  a  peooniary 
legacy,  such  conversion  is  not  avoided  by  such  discretion,  the  land,  when 
conveyed,  being  considered  as  taken  by  purchase:  MiUer  v.  CommonweaUh, 
111  Pa.  St.  821;  PyU't  Appeal,  102  Id.  317,  821. 

Again,  where  a  testator  directs  his  real  estate  to  be  sold  and  the  money 
arising  therefrom  to  be  paid  to  particular  persons,  the  interest  of  the  legatee 
is  a  vested  one,  as  much  as  if  the  land  itself  had  been  devised,  although  the 
executor  may  have  a  discretion  as  to  the  time  of  selling,  and  although  the 
estate  to  be  sold  is  only  a  remainder:  Tauweil  v.  SmUh,  1  Rand.  313;  10 
Am.  Dea  533;  and  a  direction  that  property  be  sold  as  soon  as  it  could  be 
done  with  advantage  was  decided  to  work  a  conversion  of  the  real  estate  into 
personalty:  Pyle'e  Appeal,  102  Pa.  St.  317,  320.  In  M<meritf  v.  Rose,  50 
N.  Y.  531,  it  was  determined  that  where  real  estate  is,  under  the  direction 
of  a  will,  to  be  sold  directly  after  the  termination  of  a  life  estate  in  favor  of 
A,  and  A  dies  before  the  t^tator,  such  direction  is  absolute,  and  the  land  is 
equitably  converted  into  money.  So  land  directed  by  the  testator  to  be 
sold  upon  the  happening  of  a  oertain  event,  and  the  proceeds  to  be  divided 
among  his  children  and  their  heirs,  becomes  personal  estate  upon  the  hap- 
pening of  that  event:  Brothers  v.  CartwrigM,  2  Jones  £q.  113;  64  Am.  Dec. 
563.  But  if  the  intention  of  the  testator  is  tiiat  the  power  to  convert  should 
only  be  given,  and  the  executor  or  trustee  is  clothed  with  a  discretionary 
power  as  to  such  conversion,  then,  in  such  case,  the  conversion  "will  not  be 
regarded  as  consummated  in  law  until  it  is  consummated  in  fact  *':  King  v. 
King,  13  R.  I.  501;  citing  Cook**  Ex'r  v.  Cook'e  AdmW,  20  K.  J.  Eq.  375; 
Bourne  v.  Bourne,  2  Hare,  35,  38;  Arnold  v.  OUbert,  3  Sand.  Ch.  631,  533, 
556;  Dominkh  v.  Michael,  4  Sand.  374;  Harris  v.  Clark,  7  N.  Y.  242,  260; 
AnewaU*s  Appeal,  42  Pa.  St.  414;  Chea  v.  Nick^n,  45  Id.  84;  see  also  Attor- 
ney-Oeneralv.  Mangles,  5  Mees.  St  W.  120;  Wright  v.  Trustees  qfMelh.  Epis. 
Church,  Hoff.  202.  In  Marsh  v.  Love,  42  K.  J.  Eq.  112,  114,  the  executors 
were  directed  under  the  will  to  sell  all  the  real  and  personal  estate,  "such 
sale  or  sales  to  be  made  in  one  year  after  my  decease,  and  sooner,  if  deemed 
desirable  by  them,"  and  to  devote  the  proceeds  to  the  payment  of  certain 
bequests.  It  was  decided  that  "the  rule  of  construction  of  such  power  ia» 
that  the  limitation  is  directory  merely,  unless  it  appears  from  the  will  that 
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th«  tflrtitor  intandtd  tha*  h  dworn  U  of  ihe  enouw  of  tiia  po««r,"  iDd  fl^ 
'*  when  it  is  niacdy  direotory,  the  power  may  be  exMoled  ftffeer  tiw 
of  the  limitod  period;  Irat  where  the  limitatioii  is  of  the  eoMnoe  ol  the  power, 
ilie  power  anut  be  execnted  within  the  preieiibed  period  ";  oithig  Peixy  ott 
Tnki^  eeo.  771;  Pearee  r.  Gardner,  10  Hare,  287;  Cf^fv.  UaU^  1  Jnr.,  K.  a, 
972;  ShtUterU  Afpeal,  43  Pa.  St  83;  Chatmom  t.  Bucken,  37  K.  J.  Bq.  il& 
The  words  of  the  ooort  in  Wrigki  ▼.  TruiieeB  </  ifeO.  J^  OAmtA,  Ho& 
802;  218^  foznish  a  very  good  nmuDBry  of  the  doetrine;  thej  are  aa  followis 
"The  erUeria  which  the  anthoritieB  npon  the  sabjeet  of  oonveraion  fnmiih  are 
theie,  —  whether  the  will  haa  prescribed  a  sale  absolutely  and  at  all  events 
for  aU  pnrpoeee,  not  merely  for  the  pmposes  of  the  will,  irreepsotiTe  of  all 
eontingencies^  and  independent  of  all  discretion.  If  the  sale  is  to  be  made 
for  a  special  purpose,  or  the  general  porpossa  of  tiie  will,  aad  these  porpoasa 
lul,  ccttTersion  does  not  take  effect;  if  it  is  to  be  nads  on  a  given  s(?ent^  il 
depends  npon  the  ooenrrenoe  of  that  erent;  if  the  diifpositioa  is  left  to  tiie 
diieretion  of  the  grantee  of  the  power,  the  will  ia  not  imperatival  aad  does 
not  convert  the  estate." 

OonyxBaioN  Taxes  Plaob  ibom  thx  TutasoieIb  DmjoR  as  a  ganaiml 
rele^  and  not  till  then:  Hamnumi  v.  PMAiam,  110  Mass.  2S2;  SSO^  237;  Btih 
Ismiv.  BMnmm,  19  Beav.  496;  Beamlerh  v.  iftoif,  2  Atk.  167;  Bnftktn  v. 
(kuimrid^  2  Jones  Eq.  113;  64  Am.  Dec  563;  Vam  redbaii  v.  Vcm  V^d^^ 
8  Paige,  106, 124,  129;  iTorfiay.  Sherman,  2  Sand.  Gh.  341;  Ward  r.  Ardk^ 
15 Sim.  389;  StaggY,  JaAwn,  1  N.  Y.  206;  Seai^  v.  BlaAmOU  Bald.  166; 
and  the  conversion  ''will  be  deemed  to  beimmediate^  although  the  donee  of 
Vbtb  power  is  vested  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate  with  a  discreticn  as  to  the 
time  of  sale":  Lent  v.  Howard,  89  K.  Y.  169,  177.  So  where  a  testator  da- 
▼lies  his  realty  to  his  executors  in  trust  to  sell  and  to  apply  the  proceeds  to 
certain  naes,  the  property  becooies  personalty  immediatdy  npon  the  testa> 
tor's  death  for  all  the  purposes  of  the  disposition  as  effectoally  as  if  the  tes* 
tator  had  himself  sold  the  land  and  beqneathed  the  proceeds  in  the  same  way: 
£i»ev.  A)«^24Wend.641;  35Am.Dec641,andnote651.  Bntwhorotheex- 
eeator  is  not  veated  with  any  discretion,  and  it  is  directed  that  such  actnal 
eoQversian  shall  not  take  place  nntil  after  the  death  of  the  widow  or  life  ten- 
int,  the  subject-matter  does  not  then  exist  at  the  testator's  death  in  the  shi^ 
and  form  in  which  it  was  given;  the  equitable  Conversion  only  takea  place  from 
the  time  the  aale  was  directed  to  be  made:  Ftsiemlv.  Neiekomee,  83  N.  Y. 
606,  511,  512.  Profeasor  Pomeroy,  in  his  Isamed  work  on  equi^  jurispm* 
dsDoe^  statss  the  general  rule  as  herein  given,  but  modifies  it  somewhat.  He 
lays  (volume  3,  aeotion  1162),  the  time  from  which  the  converaion  takes 
places  "like  all  other  queationa  of  intention,  must  ultimately  depend  upon 
the  provisioiis  of  the  particular  instrument.  The  instrument  n^g^t  in  ex- 
prem  terms  oontain  an  ahadute  direction  to  aeU  or  to  purchaae  at  aome  sped* 
fied  futore  time,  and  if  it  created  a  trust  upon  the  happening  of  a  spedfied 
event,  which  might  or  might  not  happen,  then  the  conversion  would  only 
take  place  from  the  time  of  the  happening  of  that  event,  but  would  take 
place  when  the  event  happened  exactly  as  though  there  had  been  aft  absolute 
direction  to  ssU  at  that  time":  See  also  MeOlure's  Appeai,  72  Pa.  St.  414. 
It  should  be  added  in  this  connection  that  the  property  is  treated  in  equity, 
from  the  time  of  the  conversion,  as  of  the  kind  and  form  into  which  it  is 
converted;  and  the  righta  of  the  parties  thereto  are  determined  with  relation 
to  the  character  into  which  it  is  changed:  3  Pomeroy'a  Bq.  Jur.,  aeo.  1164. 
Bat  prior  to  such  time  it  retains  its  original  character  unchanged.    Thia  rule 

is  stated  in  Ah7  V.  Kmg,  13  E.  I.  501,  where  itiaaaid  that  if  it  is  intended 
▲K.  8t.  Kbp.,  Vol.  V.  —10 
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Ibftfttiia  MBVwrion  shall  be  foroertain  pnrpotea  only,  tlia  praperty  will  bo 
tr—tod  M  oonmted  for  those  pnxposes,  sad  beyond  that  il  will  be  rsgaidsd 
M  remsiBiiig  imohsiiged;  oitiiig  Adtroyd  ▼.  SmUkumt  1  Brown  Gh.  803; 
Ofum  T.  Barie^^  8  P.  Wms.  20;  Chit^  v.  Parber^  2  Ves.  Jr.  270;  Tojfhr  t. 
Taylor,  8  Be  Gez,  M.  ft  G.  190;  21  Bug.  L.  ft  Eq.  863;  Cooke  ▼.  Deaiy,  22 
Beav.  106»  109;  ssosIk)  ITHg^T.  TriMtet </ if ee/L  J^.  C9Utreft»  Hoff:  202. 
ip^j>««itiig  the  principle  deolared  in  the  fint  daaae  of  Khg  ▼.  Ebig,  as  abore 
given,  a  devise  ia  trust  for  the  snpport  and  edncation  of  the  tastefcor's  chil- 
dfen  until  the  youngest  should  anive  at  a  certain  age,  when  the  same  was  to 
be  equally  divided  among  certain  legataesi  followed  by  a  claase  aathorianig 
the  executor  to  sell  so  much  of  the  estate  as  should  be  necessary  to  pay  his 
debtiy  limits  the  power  of  the  executor  to  sell  to  the  express  purpose  of  pay- 
ing said  debts,  and  dose  not  eoctend  it  by  implication  to  the  power  of  selling 
the  whole  estate:  Broms  v.  Pembroke,  66  Md.  193^  196;  and  whsre  rsal  estate 
is  diireoted  to  be  converted  into  pessonsl  estate  for  certain  puiposss^  it  can 
snly  beoonveyed  as  resl  estate  until  actual  conversion:  WUdtr  v.  Baamqf, 
96  N.  Y.  7. 

ToVlLUroPlBTULFAILUBn  OV  TBB  PUBPOOB  IlOnOAXSD  DT  THB  WiLL.  — 

Upon  a  total  faOnxe  of  tiie  pnrpoees  for  which  such  conversion  was  directed, 
the  property  ^o  intsnded  to  be  converted  will  retain  the  oharacter  in  which 
it  originally  existed,  as  incase  where  the  directions  of  the  will  were,  that  the 
testator's  real  estate  should  be  sold  and  should  be  considered  personal  estate 
"for  thepnrpoee  of  distribution."  It  was  then  given  with  other  personal 
cztate  to  certain  legatees  with  a  final  limitation  to  "his  own  right  heirs,  and 
next  cf  kin."  There  was  no  absolute  conversion,  and  the  limitation  having 
failed,  it  was  determined  that  the  produce  of  tlie  realty  should  go  to  the 
heir:  Bdwarde  v.  Fuck,  23  Beav.  268;  see  slso  SntUk  v.  C2aa«m,  4  Madd.  iSi, 
492;  Oirard  v.  Oirard,  68  How.  Pr.  175;  Adcro/yd  v.  SmUhaon,  1  Brown  Ch. 
603;  Daok*a  Appeal,  83  Pa.  St  348;  Craigv.  Zeftte,  3  Wheat  663,  682;  B<h 
geri  v.  HerM,  4  Hill,  492;  ITood  v.  Cone,  7  F4ige,  471,  476;  PetmelVe  Appeal, 
20  Pa.  St  615;  Slocmn  v.  Slocum,  4  Edw.  Ch.  613;  PraU  v.  Taikkferro,  3 
Leig\  419,  423;  and  examine  Evans'e  Appeal,  63  Pa.  St  183;  £ker  v.  Perry, 
Howard  v.  Perry,  58  Md.  112.  Where  there  is  a  partial  failure  of  the  pur- 
pcses  intended  by  such  conversion,  then  it  would  be  necessary  that  a  oon* 
versionshould  be  made  to  effectuate  the  testator's  purposes  which  sre  citpable 
of  taking  effect,  and  as  to  the  overplus  remaining^  unless  it  appears  that  the 
testator  actually  intended  that  such  produce  of  the  real  estete  should  be 
taken  as  personalty  at  all  events,  whether  the  purposes  intended  take  ^feet 
er  not,  then  such  overplus  as  the  will  does  not  effectusUy  dispose  of  at  the 
tsstator's  death  goes  to  the  heir:  Ackroyd  v.  SmUheon,  i  Brown  Ch.  60S;  and 
note;  Fkkher  v.  Aehbumer,  1  Id.  495;  Lloyd  v.  Hari,  2  Pa.  St  473;  46  Am. 
Dec  612;  3  Pomeroy's  Eq.  Jnr.,  sec  1171,  end  note  where  it  is  said  that 
'*  the  tendency  of  some  at  least  of  the  American  cases  is  not  Ito  strongjly  in 
favor  of  the  heir  ";  and  cites  Craig  v.  L^alk,  3  Wheat  668;  Morrom  v.  Br^ 
nkur,  2  Rawle,  186;  Bwr  v.  Sim,  1  Whart.  262;  and  see  Bvam^  v.  Kkigdmry, 
8  Band.  120;  14  Am.  Dec.  779;  as  to  the  rule  in  cases  of  total  or  partial  fail- 
ure of  the  pnrposee  intended  by  the  testator,  where  money  is  directed  to  be 
converted  into  land,  it  ia  said  in  the  leading  case  of  Sawley  v.  Jamee,  6  Paige 
Ch.  318,  444,  — and  the  mle  would  seem  equally  applicable  to  the  pix>duce  of 
real  estate,  —  that  **  where  the  object  of  the  conversion  faib  either  wholly 
or  in  part,  whether  such  failure  be  occasioned  by  the  incapacity  of  the  devi- 
sse  or  legatee  to  take,  or  because  of  the  illegality  of  the  di^osition  attempted 
to  be  made  of  the  converted  property,  or  of  any  particular  estate  or  intmst 
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in  MiGh  pfoperty,  or  from  any  oilier  oraae^  there  will  be  a  lewHing  «ee  or 
trusty  or  eitete  in  the  property,  or  in  so  muoh  thereof  m  it  not  legany  or 
cflFectaelly  diepoeed  o(  in  &Tor  of  thoee  who  would  have  been  entitled  to 
«M^  property  if  the  oonyernon  thereof  had  not  been  directed  by  the  wilL" 
See  alBO  Head  v.  Oodke,  John.  S36;  Cogam  t.  Steoens,  1  Beav.  48S;  note. 
80  where  real  aetata  was  directed  to  be  sold  and  the  prooeeda  giTon  to  oertain 
paitieay  and  aaid  beqneeta  were  void,  it  waa  decided  that  the  realty  liad  not 
been  eonvertad  int^p  perMnalty  ao  aa  to  enable  it  to  paea  in  that  charaetw  to 
reaidnaiy  legateea:  Bker  ▼.  Perrp^  Howard  ▼.  Perrp,  68  Md.  112. 

BuKvnur  to  HAVi  thb  Pkopbktt  hi  m  Unoovtibtid  Qtatb»^Am 
a  mle,  anbjeot  to  the  qnalifioationa  hereinafter  made,  thoae  entitled  to  the 
proceeda  of  the  aale  of  land  may  in  ordinary  oaaea  take  the  land  itaelf : 
Proctor  ▼.  Ferrebeet  I  Ired.  143;  86  Am.  Dec  84;  Imt  in  general  it  may  be 
stated  that  only  thoee  who  are  not  incapacitated,  aid  Jurit,  from  dealing  with 
tfafiir  own  property  eflbctiTely,  may  elect  to  haye  a  reoonTenion;  and  where 
the  intereat  of  a  person  properly  qualified  to  ao  elect  ia  abaolnte  and  wholly 
▼eated  in  himself  there  ia  nodonbt  of  hia  right  to  aoelecti  no  matter  whether 
the  conversion  intended  waa  that  of  land  into  money  or  money  into  land: 
Sisaon  ▼.  OUa,  32  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  Ch.  606;  Ben$on  ▼.  Bemon,  1  P.  Wma.  180; 
See^Y.  Jago,  1  Id.  889;  Ashb^r,  Pakner,  1  Mer. 296;  High ▼.  Workg,  83  Ala. 
196;  JMgg$Y. Ckamberkin,  11  Hare,  69;  Okiham  ▼.  Hughes,  2  Atk.  402,  468; 
Baker  ▼.  Copmbarger,  16  DL  103;  68  Am.  Dec  600;  Prai$  t.  TaUtiferro, 
3  Leigh,  419,  429;  Shaltenberger  t.  Aakworih,  25  Pa.  St.  162;  Samuel  ▼. 
Samuel,  4  K  Mon.  245, 257;  Tttmerr,  Dawmm,  80  Va.  841, 849;  OommomoeaUh 
▼.  Martim,  6  Muni  117, 126;  8  Pomeroy's  £q.  Jnr.,  sec.  1176.  Where  there  are 
more  persona  than  one  entitled  to  have  sach  election,  all  of  them  must  join 
in  the  election;  otherwiae  it  is  nngatory:  Evane'e  AppetU,  63  Pa.  St.  183, 186; 
and  one  of  aeveral  may  not  elect  where  his  election  would  injorionsly  afiect 
the  interests  of  those  associated  with  him  in  the  right  to  snch  estate:  8 
Poineroy'a  Sq.  Jnr.,  aec  1177;  and  "when  the  direction  ia  to  torn  land  into 
money,  one  co-owner  cannot  elect  to  keep  hia  ahare  in  had,''  since  the  others 
are  entitlsd  to  have  the  whole  nndivided  portion  aold  so  as  to  realise  as  mnch 
money  aa  possible:  Id.,  note  1.  It  waa  held  in  Baker  t.  Copenbarger,  16  DL  108» 
68  Am.  Dec  600,  that  doTiseee  may  elect  to  take  land  itself  instead  of  money 
if  all  are  competent  to  electa  where  a  devise  is  made  of  money  to  be  pro- 
duced by  the  sale  oi  land,  bat  that  the  character  of  the  devise  cannot  be 
time  changed  from  mon^  to  land  exoept  by  the  concarrent  action  of  all  the 
deviaeea.  And  where  the  testator's  son  waa  under  the  will  given  an  option 
to  take  part  of  the  real  estate  directed  to  be  sold  and  to  pay  the  sum  there- 
for to  the  defendant  legateea  acoording  to  their  rsapective  sharss,  it  was  held 
that  this  option  did  not  prevent  a  conversion:  Pyk^e  Appeal,  108  Pa.  St. 
317,  32L  So  it  has  been  mled  in  Pennsylinmia  that  the  husband  may  elect 
to  take  as  land  a  legacy  to  his  wife  of  a  share  of  proceeds  of  land  directed  to 
be  sold,  and  may  by  such  election  vest  the  fee  in  himself  or  in  her,  the  result 
depending  upon  his  intention:  Hatmah  v.  Swamer,  3  Watts  &  S.  223;  38  Am. 
Dec  764^  and  aee  note  768.  But  a  remainderman,  before  an  election  to  take 
a  devise  aa  land,  has  no  interest  in  the  land  which  will  enable  him  to  defeat 
the  operation  of  the  statute  of  limitations  in  favor  of  one  in  adverse  posses- 
sion und«r  a  c<Miveyance  from  one  of  the  trustees,  and  a  subsequent  election 
does  not  affect  the  purchaaer:  STiulee  v.  B^e,  2  Pc  St  62;  44  Am.  Dec.  166. 
Upon  this  point  the  case  of  Craig  v.  Leslie,  3  Wheat.  662,  678,  679,  deter- 
minea  that  equity  will  not  compel  a  trustee  to  execute  a  trust  against  the 
cetUd  ^ue  trusts  wishes,  when  he  has  the  whole  beneficial  interest  in  the 
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meaayortiie  Uad^aa  tlweue  may  be;  bnt  he  nay  have  bu  election  end  tike 
the  maomj  or  the  land,  proTided  there  haa  been  no  actual  converaion  of  th* 
aame,  and  aach  election  may  be  by  acti  or  declarations  dearly  showing  ands 
determination  to  elect.  Bnt  in  case  snoh  eatmi  sue  iruU  should  die  before 
making  snoh  election,  the  character  given  snob  property  by  the  will  aooom- 
paniea  it  into  the  hands  of  those  legally  entitled  thereto^  and  the  property 
will  go  to  his  heirs  or  personal  representativea  preoiasly  the  same  as  if  the 
trust  had  been  ezecnted,  and  anch  actual  conversion  made  in  his  lifetime. 

Dkleoaxxov  or  Power  to  Sill.  -*It  is  held  in  PmmmY,  Jcmiimm,  1 
McLsan,  197,  that  the  power  to  aell  may  not  be  delegated,  where  the  direotioQ 
to  the  ezecntor  is  to  sdl  "  in  snch  mode  as  in  his  judgment  shall  be  best  for 
the  interest  of  the  estate.** 

What  Law  Govbrns  VALiDirr  ahb  GornxKOonoN  or  Will  ia  the  enb- 
ject  of  the  note  to  Mtmigamiary  ▼.  JftfiSben,  43  Am.  Dec  619-4120;  and 
CTfiJMrft^  T.  BarreUt  92  Id.  S76^  and  note,  where  oliier 


Rulb  aoaivr  PiRPCTUiTiia  is  fnlly  discossed  in  the  note  to  Banmm  t. 
Bartmrnt  90  Am.  Dea  101-100.  A  devise  to  certain  named  persons  "and 
their  heirs  and  assigns  forever,  and  the  survivor  of  them,  and  his  heirs  and 
assigns  forever,**  to  manage,  seU,  and  invest  for  the  aid  and  support  of  testa- 
tor's ohildien  and  their  descendants  who  may  be  dsttitnts^  eto.»  was  held 
invalid  aa  eieaHug  a  psrpetaity t  KbiU  v.  I^iwJkiiii,  M  Am.  Bq>.  687. 
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no  wisooHsiir,  m.] 

Bjaonmrr  mat,  bt  ths  Statuts  or  WDOOvszir,  n  BBOomr  AOAimr  tbb 
Claimaiit  61  the  title,  if  there  is  no  actual  occupant  of  the  prenissB 
sought  to  be  recovered. 

MoRTOAOBB  OANNor  AoQUZUi  Tax  Titls,  and  thereby  cut  off  the  niartga> 
gar's  equity  of  redemption. 

PvBOHASE  or  Lakd  at  a  Tax  Salb  by  a  party  for  the  benefit  of  the  mort- 
gagee operates  as  a  payment  of  the  tax  and  a  redemption  of  the  land 
therefrom,  both  as  to  the  mortgagor  of  the  lend  against  whom  the  taxee 
were  assessed  while  in  possession,  but  who  was  not  the  real  owner,  also 
as  to  the  actual  owners  in  fee;  and  a  deed  based  on  snoh  sale  is  therefore 
invalid,  and  no  title  paramount  to  that  of  the  true  owner  can  be  thereby 
acquired. 

Action  of  ejectment.  The  plaintiff's  ancestor,  Austin  C» 
Burchard,  was  granted  a  patent  to  the  land  in  question  by  the 
state  of  Wisconsin  on  July  11,  1865,  and  plaintiff  became 
vested  with  the  fee  thereof  by  descent  on  September  10,  1863, 
the  date  of  the  decease  of  said  ancestor,  and  also  by  purchase 
from  the  widow  of  her  interest  before  the  commencement  of 
this  action,  which  was  August  22,  1883.  The  defendant 
claimed  to  hold  through  one  Charles  Burchard,  father  of  the 
said  Austin  C,  and  his  chain  of  title  was  as  follows:  Deed 
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from  Baid  Charles  to  Charles  Nes,  dated  November  9, 1866; 
deed  from  said  Nes  to  Maggie  Doty,  dated  June  26,  1867; 
mortgages  in  1876  by  the  said  Maggie,  and  Giles  Doty,  her 
husband,  to  Mary  Cottrill,  since  deceased,  and  Virginia 
Thompson;  conveyance  June  28,  1879,  by  said  Maggie  and 
Giles  Doty  to  Vincent  Roberts;  this  conveyance  included 
other  land.  Said  Roberts  was  the  agent  of  the  holders  of  the 
above  mortgages,  and  took  said  conveyance  in  trust  for  them, 
and  also  for  the  holders  of  certain  mortgages  on  the  other 
land,  to  insure  the  payment  of  the  mortgage  debts,  and  also 
in  trust  for  Giles  Doty,  for  whatever  should  remain  of  the 
property  after  said  debts  were  paid.  Roberts  at  the  same 
time  executed  a  contract  or  deed  of  defeasance  to  Doty,  con- 
ditioDed  that  upon  the  payment  of  the  amount  of  said  debts 
with  interest,  the  land  described  in  the  trust  deed  should  be 
then  reconveyed.  There  was  a  further  condition  therein  that 
the  taxes  should  be  paid  by  Doty,  and  that  he  should  hold  by 
sufferance  as  Roberts's  tenant.  About  1882,  Roberts  conveyed 
by  quitclaim  deed  the  lands  so  held  by  him  under  said  trust 
deed  to  Horton  Cottrill,  who  was  administrator  on  the  estate 
of  Mary  Cottrill,  by  whom  was  held  the  mortgage  deed  given 
her  by  the  Dotys.  Giles  Doty  was  the  actual  purchaser  from 
Charles  Burchard,  and  the  Dotys  entered  into  possession  in 
1866,  and  continued  in  said  possession  till  the  spring  of  1881. 
In  1879,  the  land  was  properly  assessed  to  Giles  Doty,  and 
upon  the  non-payment  of  the  taxes  assessed  for  that  year  was 
thereafter,  in  May,  1880,  duly  sold.  Vincent  Roberts  pur- 
chased the  same  at  said  sale  for  the  amount  due  for  taxes  and 
legal  charges,  and  thereupon  received  certificates  of  such  sale, 
which  said  purchase  and  certificates  were  for  the  sole  benefit 
of  the  beneficiaries  under  the  deed  of  trust,  including  the  Cot- 
trill estate.  Upon  the  termination  of  the  occupancy  by  the 
Dotys  of  said  land  in  1881,  one  Bowker  entered  into  the  pos- 
session and  occupancy  thereof  under  Vincent  Roberts,  as  his 
tenant,  and  received  from  him  an  assignment  of  said  certifi- 
cates of  tax  sale,  and  on  June  22, 1888,  a  tax  deed  was  exe- 
cuted to  Bowker,  which  he  held  for  Vincent's  use  and  benefit 
and  those  for  whom  the  latter  was  acting.  In  a  few  days 
thereafter,  the  said  Bowker  executed  to  John  Roberts,  son  of 
Vincent,  a  deed  of  the  land  included  in  said  tax  deed.  No 
interest  was  at  any  time  claimed  by  said  Bowker  in  or  to  said 
land  other  than  as  above  stated,  nor  was  anything  paid  by  him 
for  said  certificates;  no  consideration  was  given  for  the  deed  to 
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John  Boberts.  At  the  time  of  the  commeocement  of  this  ac- 
tion an  action  was  pending  in  the  United  States  Giicoit  court 
wherein  the  recovery  of  the  land  here  in  controveraj  was 
Bought.  This  action  had  been  removed  from  the  circuit  court 
of  Waupaca  County,  where  it  was  brought  in  December,  1882. 
The  original  defendants  to  that  action  were  Vincent  Roberts 
and  Giles  Doty,  but  subsequently,  by  order  of  court,  Hortoo 
Cottrill  was  added  as  defendant  In  addition  to  the  above 
facts,  upon  trial  to  the  court,  it  was  found  that  the  fee  to  the 
land  in  controversy  was  in  the  plaintiffs;  that  the  conveyance 
to  the  defendant  was  based  upon  no  consideration,  and  was 
taken  by  him  with  the  intent  to  defeat  plaintifis'  title  in  the 
pending  action  in  the  federal  court;  that  after  such  convey- 
ance,  the  defendant  secretly  had  *^  the  apparent  and  nominal 
possession  of  the  land  "  for  the  Cottrills  since  the  rents  and 
jurofits  therefrom  had  been  received  by  them;  that  Bowker 
was  in  possession  under  them  during  his  entire  occupancy, 
and  that  "  the  Cottrills "  meant  Mary  Cottrill's  heirs,  repre* 
sented  by  the  administrator.  The  court  found,  as  a  matter  of 
law,  that  the  purchase  of  said  lands  under  said  tax  sale  in 
1880  was  a  payment  of  the  tax,  and  the  tax  deed  was  void; 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  owners  in  fee-simple  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action,  and  were  and  are  entitled  to  possession  of 
the  land;  that  defendant  had  asserted  such  claim  to  the  lands 
at  the  commencement  of  the  action  as  entitled  the  plaintifis 
to  maintain  the  same,  and  that  the .  possession  had  at  such 
time  been  unlawfully  withheld  from  them  by  defendant. 
Judgment  was  accordingly  entered  for  the  plaintiffs  to  recover 
the  land  in  controversy,  together  with  costs,  frt>m  which  judg- 
ment the  defendants  appealed. 

M.  B.  Paichvii  and  E.  P.  Smithj  for  the  appellants. 
Moses  Hooper^  for  the  respondents. 

Lyon,  J.  This  appeal  presents  two  questions  for  determina* 
tion.  These  are, — 1.  Was  the  action  properly  brought  against 
John  Roberts  alone?  2.  Was  the  purchase  of  the  land  in  con- 
troversy by  Vincent  Roberts  at  the  tax  sale  of  1880,  and  the 
payment  therefor  of  the  amount  of  the  taxes  and  charges  due 
thereon,  a  payment  of  the  taxes  and  a  redemption  of  the  land 
therefrom? 

1.  The  statute  relating  to  parties  in  actions  of  ejectmmit 
contains  the  following  provisions:  ''  If  the  premises  for  which 
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the  action  ib  biooght  aie  actaally  occapied  by  any  per8on« 
rach  actnal  occnpant  shall  be  named  defendant  in  liie  com- 
plaint; if  they  are  not  so  occupied,  the  action  most  be  brought 
against  some  person  exercising  acts  of  ownership  on  the  prem- 
ises claimed,  or  claiming  title  thereto,  or  some  interest  therein, 
at  the  commencement  of  the  action.  The  plaintiff  may  join 
as  defendant  any  person  claiming  title  to  snch  premises,  with 
any  actnal  occupant  thereof^  or  of  some  part  or  parcel  thereof^ 
holding  as  tenant  under  such  person  so  claiming  title  or  other- 
wise": B.  8.,  sees.  8075,  8076.  Under  these  provisions,  if 
Bowker,  the  grantor  of  the  defendant,  was  in  the  actual  pos- 
session of  the  land  claimed  in  August,  1888,  when  tbis  action 
was  conmienoed,  he  should  have  been  made  a  party  defendant 
to  the  action.  In  such  case  the  present  defendant  John  Rob- 
erts, under  whom  Bowker  was  in  possession,  if  at  all,  is  also  a 
proper  party  defendant,  althongh  not  in  the  actual  possessioii 
of  the  land. 

The  circuit  court  found  that  Bowker  was  in  the  actual  pos- 
session of  the  land  until  he  took  the  tax  deed  thereof.  This 
was  June  22, 1883.  Perhaps  the  court  might  also  have  prop- 
erly found  that  he  retained  possession  thereof  until  he  con- 
veyed to  the  defendant,  a  few  days  later.  But  we  find  no 
satis&ctory  proof  that  Bowker  was  in  possession  when  thia 
action  was  commenced  in  August  following.  When  asked 
directly  whether  he  had  remained  in  possession  of  the  land 
ever  since  he  deeded  to  the  defendant,  he  answered  evasively, 
as  follows:  *^  Since  then  he  has  told  me  that  John  Roberts 
owned  the  land;  that  I  was  to  settle  with  him  for  this  land; 
the  rent  of  the  land  I  have  not  paid  for  this  last  year;  in  Uet 
I  have  not  paid  the  interest  on  ^1  the  lands  I  own."  Indeed 
all  the  testimony  on  the  subject  of  Bowker's  occupancy  of  the 
land  after  the  conveyance  to  the  defendant  is  very  general, 
vague,  and  unsatisfactory. 

It  is  quite  obvious  from  the  testimony  that  neither  the  Dotys 
nor  Bowker  ever  resided  upon  the  land,  but  only  used  it  for 
ferming  purposes.  We  are  left  entirely  in  the  dark  as  to  the 
extent  of  that  use,  or,  so  far  as  Bowker  is  concerned,  its  con- 
tinuity. A  finding  that  Bowker  ceased  to  occupy  the  land 
when  he  conveyed  it  to  the  defendant,  and  that  it  was  unoccu- 
pied when  the  action  was  brought,  could  not  properly  be  dis- 
turbed. This  is  probably  the  meaning  and  significance  of  the 
finding  that  the  defendant  after  such  conveyance  had  "  the 
apparent  and  nominal  possession"  of  the  land.    In  such  case 


152  BUBOHARD  V.  R0BBBT8.  [WiBCODflin^ 

the  BottoQ  was  properly  bxoiight  against  ihe  defendant  alone, 
for  the  taking  of  the  tax  deed  was  a  claim  of  title  to  ibe  land, 
which  is  sufficient  under  the  statute  (if  the  land  be  unoccu- 
pied) to  support  ejectment  against  the  claimant.  We  reach 
this  conclusion  the  more  readily  because  we  are  satisfied^  as 
the  learned  circuit  judge  evidently  was,  that  the  title  and  pos- 
session of  the  land  were  being  manipulated  by  the  two  Roberts, 
father  and  son,  for  the  purpose  of  embarrassing  and  defeating 
the  plaintiffs  in  their  pending  action  in  the  federal  court,  and 
that  Bowker  was  a  pliant  tool  in  their  hands  to  aid  in  accom- 
plishing such  purpose.  This  was  an  unjustifiable  interference 
with  the  oourse  of  justice  by  Bowker  and  the  defendant,  who 
were  not  parties  to  that  action,  and  because  they  were  acting 
in  unison  it  would  be  strict  justice  to  hold,  in  analogy  to  the 
law  which  makes  a  conspirator  liable  for  tiie  acts  of  his  co- 
conspirators in  furtherance  of  the  object  of  the  conspiracy,  that 
the  act  of  one,  or  the  possession  of  one,  intended  by  both  to 
affect  the  plaintiffs  unfavorably  in  their  other  suit,  is  the  act 
or  possession  of  the  other  as  well. 

We  conclude  that  the  action  is  well  brought  against  the  de- 
fendant alone.  It  is  not  determined  whether,  conceding  that 
Bowker  should  have  been  made  a  party,  the  defendant  can, 
on  the  final  hearing,  and  without  having  demurred  for  defect 
of  parties,  take  advantage  of  such  defect.  Doubtless  he  might 
have  applied  to  the  court  at  the  proper  time  for  an  order  com- 
pelling the  plaintiffs  to  bring  in  Bowker  (if  he  was  in  posses- 
sion) as  a  party  defendant  to  the  action,  but  he  failed  to  do  so. 

2.  In  considering  the  second  question  above  suggested,  as 
to  whether  the  purchase  of  the  land  at  the  tax  sale  by  Vin- 
cent Roberts,  and  the  payment  therefor  of  the  amount  of  taxes 
and  charges  against  it,  operate  as  a  payment  of  the  taxes, 
Cottrill  and  the  other  beneficiaries  in  the  trust  deed  for  whose 
benefit  the  purchase  was  made  will  be  regarded  as  the  pur- 
chasers. Obviously,  such  was  the  legal  effect  of  the  transac- 
tion. Such  beneficiaries  stood  in  the  relation  of  mortgagees 
of  the  land.  The  execution  of  the  trust  deed  may  have  had 
the  effect  of  vesting  the  legal  title  to  the  land  in  their  agent, 
Vincent  Roberts;  but  such  deed,  and  the  defeasance  executed 
by  such  agent  to  Doty,  operated  to  preserve  the  mortgage  re- 
lation between  them,  changing  the  securities,  perhaps,  to 
equitable  mortgages.  Such  change,  however,  does  not  seem 
material  to  the  question  under  consideration. 

The  taxes  of  1879  were  assessed  against  Doty,  who  was 
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then  in  poBsession  of  the  land,  claiimng  title  thereto.  Under 
the  statute  (R.  8.,  sec.  1043),  the  tax  was  properly  aMeeeed 
against  him,  and  he  was  legally  chargeable  therewith.  Had 
he  purchased  at  the  tax  sale,  there  can  be  no  doubt  the 
transaction  would  have  operated  as  a  payment  of  the  tax, 
although  tax  certificates  may  have  been  issued  to  him:  Smith 
y.  LewiBj  20  Wis.  850;  Bassett  y.  Wdehj  22  Id.  176;  Jone$  v. 
Davis,  24  Id.  229. 

The  question  is,  whether  the  mortgagees  of  the  land  are  in 
any  better  condition  than  Doty,  the  mortgagor,  to  acquire  title 
thereto  by  purchasing  at  the  tax  sale  and  taking  certificates 
of  sale.  We  have  been  referred  to  no  case  decided  by  this 
court,  and  are  not  aware  that  there  is  any  such  case,  in  which 
it  is  held  that  a  mortgagee  may,  in  this  state,  cut  off  the  mort- 
gagor's equity  of  redemption  by  acquiring  title  to  the  mort- 
gaged land  under  a  tax  deed.  True,  several  cases  determined 
by  this  court  are  cited  by  the  learned  counsel  for  defendant 
as  bdding  that  a  mortgagee  may  thus  aoquire  adverse  title, 
bat  an  examination  of  those  cases  will  show  that  none  of 
fhem  so  hold.    They  will  be  noticed  briefly  in  their  order. 

In  Wright  v.  Sperry,  21  Wis.  831,  26  Id.  617,  the  plaintiff 
was  grantee  of  the  purchaser  at  a  foreclosure  sale  on  a  mort- 
gage executed  by  Sperry,  the  defendant,  on  the  whole  eighty 
acres  of  land.  Sperry  owned  only  an  undivided  interest  in 
the  land.  After  such  sale,  he  acquired  the  remaining  undi- 
vided interest  In  the  mean  time  Wright  obtained  the  inter- 
est conveyed  by  a  tax  deed  of  the  whole  eighty  acres  issued  on 
a  tax  sale  for  non-payment  of  the  taxes  assessed  upon  the 
land  before  such  foreclosure  sale.  Wright  was  not  therefore  a 
mortgagee  of  the  land,  but  was  claimed  to  be  a  tenant  in  com- 
mon with  Sperry,  and  the  validity  of  his  tax  deed  was  con- 
tested on  that  ground.  The  tax  deed  was  held  valid,  and 
hence  under  it  Wright  was  entitled  to  recover  such  after-ac- 
qtdred  interest  of  Sperry  in  the  eighty  acres  in  controversy. 

Sturdmfant  v.  Mather j  20  Wis.  676,  was  an  action  to  redeem 
from  an  equitable  mortgage.  The  mortgagee  had  acquired 
the  interest  conveyed  by  two  tax  deeds  of  the  mortgaged 
pieuuses.  Such  deeds  were  held  invalid  for  defective  execu- 
tion. The  defendant,  Mather,  was  the  grantee  of  the  mort- 
gagee, and  after  taking  such  conveyance,  he  also  acquired 
several  tax  deeds  of  the  same  premises.  It  was  held  that, 
tmder  the  instrument  giving  the  lien,  the  mortgagee  had  no 
SBtate  in  the  premises  which  he  could  convey  to  Mather,  and 
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henoe  the  latter  was  a  Btraoger  to  the  origioal  tifle,  and  might 
Bseert  title  under  bis  tax  deeds  to  defeat  the  action. 

Lybrand  ▼.  Haney^  31  Wis.  230,  presented  no  queetion  as 
between  mortgagor  and  mortgagee.  Neither  did  Link  v.  Doer^ 
fer,  42  Id.  391;  24  Am.  Rep.  417.  The  first  of  these  eases 
decides  that  one  in  possession  of  land  under  a  valid  tax  deed 
may  maintain  an  action  based  upon  other  tax  deeds  to  him 
issued  on  sales  for  the  non*payment  of  taxes  on  the  same 
land,  which  he  was  under  no  oUigation  to  pay,  to  fixreclose 
the  title  and  right  of  the  original  owner  in  and  to  such  lands. 
In  Link  v.  Doerfefj  tuproi  it  was  h^ld  that  a  mere  intruder  in 
possession  of  land  without  color  or  claim  of  titk  is  capable  of 
acquiring  adverse  title  by  tax  deed  or  other  conveyance  to 
himself 

It  is  plain  that  none  of  the  above  cases  sustain  the  prc^osi* 
tion  to  which  they  are  cited.  On  the  contrary,  we  are  satiflfied, 
on  principle  and  authority,  and  especially  in  view  of  the  stat- 
ute which  will  presently  be  cited,  that  in  the  present  case  the 
purchase  of  the  land  at  the  tax  sale  for  the  mortgagees,  and 
the  taking  of  tax  certificates  thereon,  must  be  regazded  as  tat 
the  protection  of  the  estate  and  the  mutual  benefit  of  the 
mortgagees  and  mortgagor.  As  was  said  by  Dixon,  C.  J.,  in 
F%8k  V.  BrwMtUy  80  Wis.  102,  such  purchase  and  the  taking  of 
the  certificates  must  be  regarded  as  so  much  money  advanced 
to  the  mortgagor  on  the  faifh  of  the  security. 

The  above  reference  is  to  Revised  Statutes,  sections  1158- 
1160.  These  sections,  in  efiect,  add  the  amount  so  paid  for 
taxes  by  the  mortgagee  to  the  mortgage  debt,  and  extend  the 
security  of  the  mortgage  over  it.  These  statutory  piovilBions 
give  the  mortgagee  an  adequate  remedy  to  reimburse  himself 
for  the  taxes  thus  paid  by  him,  and  are  inconsistent  with  the 
idea  that  he  may  cut  off  the  mortgagor's  equity  of  redemption 
in  the  mortgaged  premises  by  acquiring  an  adverse  title 
thereto  under  tax  proceedings. 

Moreover,  without  regard  to  statutory  provisions,  there  is 
high  authority  for  thus  holding  on  generaJ  principles  of  law. 
Judge  Cooley,  in  his  treatise  on  the  law  of  taxation,  says:  ^^It 
cannot  be  said  in  such  a  case  that  either  mortgagee  or  mort- 
gagor is  under  no  obligation  to  the  government  to  pay  the  tax. 
On  the  contrary,  the  tax  being  one  that  purposely  is  made  to 
override  the  lien  of  the  one  as  well  as  the  title  of  the  other,  it 
might  well,  as  it  seems  to  us,  be  held  that  neither  mortgagor 
nor  mortgagee  was  at  liberty  to  neglect  the  payment  as  one 


Aug.  1887.]  BuBCHABD  v,  Bobbbts.  155 

step  in  bettoring  hiB  condition  at  the  expense  of  the  other,  bat 
that  the  preenmption  of  law  ahoold  be  that  the  party  porchae* 
ing  did  so  for  the  protection  of  his  own  interest  merely.  And 
ao  in  general  are  the  authorities":  Pages  603,  604,  and  cases 
eited  in  notes.  This  language  of  Judge  Coolej  is  quoted  ap- 
provingly in  Mr.  Freeman's  learned  note  to  Blake  v.  HowCf  1 5 
Ato.  Dec.  684.  This  doctrine  commends  itself  to  oar  judg- 
ments as  reasonable  and  just. 

It  must  be  held,  therefore,  that  as  to  Doty  the  purchase  of 
the  land  at  the  tax  sale  by  Vincent  Roberts,  for  the  benefit  of 
ttie  mortgagees,  operated  as  a  payment  of  the  tax  and  a  re- 
demption of  the  land  therefrom. 

It  remains  to  be  determined  how  the  plainti£b  are  affected 
by  the  transaction.  Had  the  mortgagees,  instead  of  purchasing 
the  land  at  the  sale  and  taking  tax  certificates,  paid  the  taxes 
and  taken  a  receipt  therefor,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  such 
payment  would  have  inured  to  the  benefit  of  these  plaintiffs, 
and  DO  question  of  a  tax  lien  on  the  land  or  tax  titie  on  account 
of  such  taxes  could  be  raised  against  tbem.  Holding,  as  we 
do,  that  the  transaction  above  mentioned  operated  as  a  pay- 
ment of  the  taxes,  no  good  reason  is  perceived  why  the  same 
result  should  not  follow,  although,  instead  of  paying  and  taking 
a  receipt  therefor,  they  bid  off  the  land  for  the  amount  of  the 
taxes,  paid  the  same,  and  took  certificates  of  sale.  We  are 
quite  unable  to  see  how  these  transactions  can  operate  as  a 
payment  as  to  Doty,  while  as  to  the  other  plaintiffs  it  is  the 
acquiring  of  a  title  paramount  to  theirs. 

Th^re  are,  doubtless,  cases  elsewhere  which  hold  the  oppo- 
site doctrine.  Whether  these  cases  are  based  upon  statutes 
differing  from  ours,  or  made  in  the  absence  of  any  statute  on 
the  subject,  we  shall  not  stop  to  determine.  Our  duly  is  to 
construe  our  own  statute,  and  thus  settie  the  law  in  that  b^ 
half  in  this  state. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  statute  above  cited  (sees.  1158- 
1160)  refers  only  to  taxes.  No  mention  is  made  of  any  other 
description  of  encumbrance  which  the  original  lien-holder  may 
pay,  and  extend  his  lien  to  cover  such  jMiyment.  Hence,  if  a 
mortgagee  or  other  lien-holder  should,  for  the  protection  of  his 
lien,  purchase  a  paramount  outstanding  mortgage  or  judgment, 
it  is  not  here  decided  whether  he  may  or  may  not  acquire  an 
adverse  title  thereunder  which  will  cut  off  the  mortgagor's 
equity  of  redemption  in  the  mortgaged  premises. 

It  follows  that  the  tax  deed  to  the  defendant  is  void.    That 
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deed  eliminated  from  the  oaee,  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the 
plaintiffs'  right  to  recover.  Certain  acts  of  Charles  Btircbard, 
who  sold  the  land  in  controversy  to  Doty,  were  proved,  tending 
to  show  an  interference  by  him  with  tiie  land,  and  that  he 
claimed  to  own  it,  but  nothing  appears  which  can  operate  to 
divest  the  plaintiffs  of  their  legal  title  thereto. 

By  the  Court.    The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 


MoBioiau  oAimoT  AoooiBa  Tax  I^ilb  Aim  8ir  It  vt  aoadist  bib 
Mosioaqob:  MUI$  t.  Tuhey,  8S  Am.  Dm.  74;  Shke  r.  Ham.  15  Id.  484^ 
And  note;  AUimm  r,  Amutromg,  41  Am.  Bap.  881. 

ADDUfo  TO  OB  SrsBroiHssmfo  Tnui  mnxiE  Salb  bob  Taxbss  Jiom  t. 
Shear,  86  Am.  Dm.  H  ud  note  90. 

MoiBTOAOBB  MAT  Pat  Tazbb  abd  Asd  AMOmR  fO  lloBnAaB 
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Paiob  v.  Pbtbbs. 

190  WHUOBWB,  191) 

Lonr  vrom  Lmmd  Bbtibbdasa  Hokbbxbad^  but  bqbWbbbtkb  Paebbv 
HAB  Bor  BBBB  Lhubd^  oftODoit^  Under  leetion  2095  of  tho  Beviwd  8tet- 
uim  of  tbo  United  Stntesp  be  aoqoiied,  for  maehinecy  pieced  thereon,  to 
eeoore  payment  therefor.  Bat  where  the  removal  of  aoeh  mnohiaeiy 
will  not  materially  impair  the  realty,  a  lien  may  be  daimed  on  the  ma* 
ehinery  itaelf  nnder  the  Wisconsin  statute. 

Action  to  enforce  a  lien  for  machinery  and  materials  pur- 
chased by  the  defendant,  Theodore  H.  Peters,  and  used  in 
and  upon  a  certain  steam  saw-mill  npon  the  lands  in  ques- 
tion. 

/.  H*  Trever  and  SHwrthom^  Hudey  Bjfon^  and  J(me%^  for  the 
appellants. 

Bardeen^  Mylrta^  and  MarehetU^  and  B.  H.  Qraee^  tot  the 
respondent. 

Cassodat,  J.  1.  Peters  entered  the  land  as  a  homestead 
claimant  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  October  7, 1878: 
U.  S.  R.  S.,  sees.  2289,  2290.  April  7,  1884,  he  made  and 
filed  in  the  land-office  his  final  and  requisite  proofs,  and 
thereby  became  entitled  to  a  patent:  Id.  It  is  conceded  that 
no  patent  was  issued  thereon  until  after  the  trial  of  this  ac- 
tion. The  plaintiff's  debt  against  Peters  was  contracted,  and 
the  machinery  purchased  thereby  used  in  and  upon  the  saw- 
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mill  upon  the  land  in  question,  eome  two  l  ths  prior  to  the 
making  and  filing  of  such  final  proofs,  ne  claims  a  lien 
therefor,  and  in  fact  filed  snch  claim  as  required  bj  the  stat- 
utes of  the  state,  July  11, 1884:  R.  S.,  sees.  8314,  8818,  8320. 
The  action  was  commenced  aud  notice  of  1%$  p$nden$  filed 
within  the  time  and  manner  recjuired  by  the  statutes  to  pre- 
Berye  the  lien,  if  not  otherwise  barred:  Id.,  sees.  8318,  8321, 
8822.  It  is  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  that,  notwithstanding  no 
patent  had  ever  been  issued  to  Peters,  yet  he  had  an  equitable 
interest  in  the  land,  to  which  such  alleged  lien  attached,  and 
against  which  it  can  be  enforced.  The  statutes  of  the  United 
States,  under  which  such  homestead  entry  was  made,  declare 
that  ''no  lands  acquired  under  the  provisions  of  this  chapter 
shall  in  any  event  become  liable  to  the  satisfaction  of  any 
debt  contracted  prior  to  the  issuing  of  the  patent  therefor": 
U.  S.  R.  8.,  sec.  2296.  Did  this  section  bar  the  claim  of  the 
plaintiff  for  a  lien  upon  the  land?  Upon  such  a  question  the 
decisions  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  are  of 
course  binding  upon  the  state  courts.  In  speaking  of  a  some- 
what similar  statute,  it  was  said  in  WUcox  v.  McCowneU^  18  Pet. 
616,  517,  that  *' Congress  has  declared,  as  we  have  said,  by  its 
legislation,  that  in  such  a  case  as  this  a  patent  is  necessary  to 
complete  the  title.  But  in  this  case  no  patent  has  issued; 
and  therefore,  by  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  the  legal  title 

has  not  passed,  but  remains  in  the  United  States We 

hold  the  true  principle  to  be  this:  that  whenever  the  question 
in  any  court,  state  or  federal,  is  whether  a  title  to  land  which 
had  onoe  been  the  property  of  the  United  States  has  passed, 
that  question  must  be  resolved  by  the  laws  of  the  United 
States;  but  that,  whenever,  according  to  those  laws,  the  titio 
shall  have  passed,  then  that  property,  like  all  other  property 
in  the  state,  is  subject  to  the  state  legislation,  so  far  as  that 
legislation  is  consistent  with  the  admission  that  the  titie 
passed  and  vested  according  to  the  laws  of  the  United  States": 
See  Irvine  v.  Marshall^  20  How.  564;  Oibaon  v.  0%<mtsau,  18 
Wall.  92.  To  the  same  effect  is  Seymour  v.  Sandere^  8  DilL 
440, 441.  In  Fink  v.  O'iVetZ,  106  U.  S.  283,  Mr.  Justice  Mat- 
thews, arg%iendoj  speaking  for  the  court,  said  the  above  sec- 
tion, ^^  providing  for  the  acquisition  of  homesteads  for  actual 
settlers  upon  the  public  lands,  has  made  their  exemption  from 
sale  on  execution  a  permanent  part  of  the  national  policy,  by 
declaring  that  lands  so  acquired  shall  not  4n  any  event  be- 
eome  liable  to  the  satisfaction  of  any  debt  contracted  prior  to 
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the  iflsoing  of  the  patent  therefor.' *'  This  is  in  harm<»iy  with 
the  decision  of  this  court  in  GHe  ▼.  HaUoek,  88  Wis.  623.  See 
Bu88ell  v.  Lowth,  21  Minn.  167;  18  Am.  Rep.  889;  MiUer  t. 
Little^  47  Cal.  348.  As  to  those  classes  of  cases  holding  that 
the  interest  of  such  occupant  of  such  land  is  taxable,  WiBCon- 
fin  Cent.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Price  Co.j  64  Wis.  694;  or  may  be  mort- 
gaged or  conveyed,  Fuller  v.  flimt,  48  Iowa,  163,  Nycwm  ▼. 
McAUUter,  33  Id.  374,  Kirhddie  v.  Larrabee,  31  Cal.  465,  89 
Am.  Dec.  206, — it  is  unnecessary  here  to  speak,  since  they  do 
not  come  within  the  prohibition  of  the  federal  statute  cited. 
We  must  hold  that  the  plaintiff  acquired  no  Uen  upon  any 
estate  in  the  land,  either  legal  or  equitable. 

2.  Whether  he  lost  his  lien  upon  the  machinery  sold  to 
Peters,  and  by  him  put  in  the  mill,  is  a  different  question.  Our 
statutes  provide  in  effect  that  in  case  the  person  so  ordering 
or  contracting  "for  the  purchase  of  any  machinery  to  be 
placed  in,  or  connected  to,  or  with,  any  building  or  premisee," 
has  no  interest  in  such  building  or  premises,  "  sufficient  for  a 
lien  as  provided'*  therein,  "to  secure  payment  for  said 
machinery,  the  person  furnishing  such  machinery  shall  have 
and  retain  a  lien  upon  such  machinery,  and  shall  have  the  right 
to  remove  from  such  building  or  premises  such  machinery  in 
case  there  shall  be  default  in  the  payment  for  such  machinery 
when  due,  leaving  such  building  or  premises  in  as  good  con- 
dition as  they  were  before  such  machinery  was  placed  in  or 
on  the  same":  R.  S.,  sec.  3314.  Under  this  statute,  Peters 
contracted  for  and  received  the  machinery  in  question  subject 
to  such  lien.  The  plaintiff  has  neither  said  nor  done  anything 
indicating  an  intention  or  willingness  to  relinquish  such  lien. 
On  the  contrary,  he  took  all  the  statutory  steps  to  preserve  and 
continue  the  same.  Has  he  lost  it  by  the  mere  act  of  the  de- 
fendant in  placing  it  upon  land  which  he  occupied,  but  to 
which  the  title  was  in  the  United  States?  Peters  necessarily 
knew  the  condition  and  nature  of  his  title.  Whether  the' 
plaintiff  did,  does  not  appear.  The  federal  statute  quoted  was 
merely  to  preserve  the  land  from  the  liability  therein  men- 
tioned. It  was  no  purpose  of  that  statute  to  render  state  laws 
giving  a  lien  upon  personal  property  nugatory,  merely  because 
such  property  happened  to  be  placed  upon  such  land.  Our 
statutes  give  such  lien  upon  such  machinery  purchased  under 
the  circumstances  indicated  as  personal  estate,  to  be  enforced 
as  prescribed:  WiUon  v.  Ruddy  70  Wis.  98.  We  have  not  over- 
looked the  Kansas  case  cited:  Kansas  Lumber  Co,  v.  Jones^  32 
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Kan.  195.  That  case  may  be  diatingoiBhed,  ainoe  there  ia 
nothing  here  indicating  any  permanent  attachment  of  the 
machinery  to  the  soil,  or  that  a  removal  of  the  same  will 
materially  impair  the  realty.  We  must,  under  our  statutes, 
and  upon  the  facts  stated,  hold  that  the  plaintiff  has  a  lien 
upon  the  machinery  in  question,  as  upon  personal  property,  to 
be  enforced  in  this  action. 

By  the  Court.  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  re- 
▼ened,  and  the  cause  is  remanded,  with  direction  to  enter 
judgment  in  £ayor  of  the  plaintiff  and  against  the  defendant, 
as  indicated  in  this  opinion. 

LiABiuxmi  AQASxn  Which  thb  HomriAD  SzsMRHur  mat  bb  As- 
■KBD:  8m^  ia  genaral,  Freemaa  on  Ezaoationi^  2d  ed.»  mo.  810. 

Uirsa  AoQdTissD  xtvubr  Fxdibal  HomBBTiAD  Aor  are  not  liablo  to  lat- 
iibotioa  of  any  debt  oontraoted  prior  to  the  iMoanoe  of  the  patent:  Rumtt 
?.  IomO,  is  Am.  Bop.  8Se. 

Lawsi  Kota  to 


JMrntRr.  HwMffs  Adm'ft,  4A  Am.  B^o.  808. 
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fiiB  LmmAVd. — AsBUBSD  has  am  "BimBa  UvccxviiEnDoirAL  axd  tioLi 
Oivaaaauip'*  witiun  the  oonditione  in  a  policy,  althoogh  the  poiwion 
of  the  I  unity,  on  which  tiie  building  and  infued  property  are  litaate,  is 
hdd  by  bim  under  an  agreement  for  its  porchase,  and  the  balance  due 
thereon  ie  unpaid  at  the  time  the  policy  is  istaed,  said  policy  being  held 
by  the  agent  nntil  the  land  is  ptid  for  and  the  deed  giren  the  pkintii^ 
after  which  the  loss  occurs. 

Action  upon  fire  insoranoe  policy  isaosd  by  defendant,  the 
Standard  Fire  0£Sce.  Judgment  was  g^ven  for  the  plaintiff, 
from  which  the  defendants  appealed. 

Lm  M.  VUoij  for  the  appellanta. 

Otorge  C,  TeaU  and  Fred.  A.  TeaU^  for  the  respondents. 

GoLSy  C.  J.  The  defense  ia  baaed  npon  alleged  breaches  of 
the  conditions  in  the  policy,  which,  it  is  claimed,  exonerate 
(he  defendants  from  all  liability  for  the  loss.  The  policy  pro- 
vided it  should  be  void  if  there  was  ''  any  omission  to  make 
known  every  fact  material  to  the  risk,''  and  ''if  the  interest  of 
(be  aasured  in  the  property  be  other  than  the  entire,  uncondi- 
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tional,  and  sole  ownership  of  the  property  tor  the  use  and 
benefit  of  the  assured,  or  if  the  building  insured  stands  on 
leased  ground,  it  must  be  so  represented  to  the  company,  and 
so  expressed  in  the  written  part  of  the  policy;  otherwise  the 
policy  to  be  void."  It  is  said  the  facts  proven  on  the  trial 
show  a  breach  of  these  conditions.  There  is  really  no  dis- 
agreement about  the  material  facts  of  the  case. 

It  appears  that  the  plaintiff  applied  to  the  local  agent  of  the 
Standard  Company  for  insurance  about  the  Ist  of  July,  188S. 
At  this  time  he  had  possession  of  the  realty  on  which  the 
building  and  insured  property  were  situated,  under  a  land 
contract  upon  which  he  had  paid  one  hundred  dollars;  two 
hundred  dollars,  the  balance  of  the  purchase  price,  became 
due  and  was  paid  after  the  policy  was  issued.  The  improve- 
ments on  the  land  were  of  greater  value  than  the  insurance. 
The  policy  was  issued  and  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  agent 
until  the  land  was  paid  for  and  a  warranty  deed  obtained, 
which  was  in  August,  1888.  The  plaintiff  received  the  policy 
from  the  agent  in  October  following.  There  was  no  written 
application  made  for  insurance,  and  no  representation  made 
or  question  asked  as  to  plaintiff's  title  or  interest  in  the 
land  or  building;  nothing  was  said  upon  that  subject  The 
agent  testified  that  he  did  not  know  what  the  plaintiff's  title 
was  in  the  land,  or  that  he  held  it  under  a  contract  of  pur- 
chase. The  plaintiff,  however,  testified  that  when  he  made 
application  for  insurance  he  showed  the  agent  the  contract, 
who  took  it  to  obtain  a  description  of  the  land  on  which  the 
insured  building  was  situated;  and,  in  answer  to  a  question 
submitted,  the  jury  found  that  such  was  the  fact.  It  is  plain, 
therefore,  that  the  agent  had  the  means  of  information  as  to 
plaintiff's  interest  in  the  realty  before  him,  and  it  is  almost 
incredible  that  he  did  not  know  what  his  title  was.  Under  the 
circumstances,  the  plaintiff  cannot  be  justly  charged  with  an 
omission  to  make  known  the  fact  that  he  held  the  land  under 
a  contract  for  the  purchase  thereof. 

We  do  not  dwell  upon  these  facts,  nor  express  any  opinion 
as  to  how  they  would  affect  the  liability  of  the  company,  pro- 
viding it  was  made  to  appear  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the 
sole  and  unconditional  owner  of  the  entire  interest  in  the 
property,  within  the  meaning  of  the  condition  relied  on.  But 
if  the  plaintiff  is  held  to  the  exact  language  of  the  condition, 
which  it  is  perfectly  clear  he  never  saw  until  long  after  the 
policy  was  issued,  still  the  evidence  shows  that  his  interest  in 
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the  property  was  an  entire,  nnoonditioDal,  and  sole  owner- 
ship. He  was  the  real  owner  of  the  property  in  equity,  and 
for  all  purposes  of  insurance.  The  condition  does  not  relate 
to  a  legal  title  in  fee-simple,  nor  is  that  the  interest  described. 
An  equitable  title,  if  sole  and  unconditional,  answers  the  de- 
scription fully;  and  if  the  property  was  destroyed,  the  entire 
loss  would  fall  upon  the  plaintiff.  There  is  no  ground,  there- 
fore, for  saying  there  was  a  misdescription  of  the  nature  of  the 
plaintiff's  interest  in  the  property.  If  the  company  deemed  it 
material  that  the  state  of  tbe  legal  title  should  be  described, 
it  doubtless  would  have  framed  the  language  to  call  for  that 
information.  But  it  did  not  The  interest  of  the  plaintiff 
satisfies  the  condition  as  we  construe  it,  as  he  was  in  posses- 
sion, and  was  the  sole  equitable  owner.  In  the  absence  of 
any  specific  inquiry  by  the  insurers,  or  express  stipulation  in 
the  policy,  no  particular  description  of  the  nature  of  the  in- 
surable interest  is  necessary:  Strong  v.  Mcmfufaeturen^  Im. 
Co.,  10  Pick.  40;  20  Am.  Dec.  607;  King  v.  State  Mut.  F.  In$. 
Co.,  7  Gush.  18;  64  Am.  Dec.  683;  Springfidd  F.  &  M.  Ina.  Co. 
T.  AUm,  43  N.  Y.  889;  8  Am.  Rep.  711.  But  the  question 
before  us  seems  to  be  settled  by  the  adjudications.  In  Hough 
T.  City  F.  Ins.  Co,,  29  Conn.  10,  76  Am.  Dec.  681,  an  applicant 
for  insurance  had  described  the  property  in  a  written  applica- 
tion as  ^^  his  house,"  and  it  was  so  described  in  the  policy. 
The  policy  contained  the  condition:  ''If  the  interest  in  the 
property  to  be  insured  is  not  absolute,  it  must  be  so  repre- 
sented to  the  company,  and  expressed  in  the  policy  in  writ- 
ix^;  otherwise  the  insurance  shall  be  void,"  The  legal  title 
to  the  property  was  in  another  party,  with  whom  the  insured 
had,  at  the  time  of  the  application,  made  a  parol  contract  for 
its  purchase,  for  a  price  agreed  upon,  which  the  insured  had 
agreed  absolutely  to  pay,  and  a  part  of  which  he  had  paid, 
and  the  insured  had  entered  into  possession  as  purchaser  and 
had  made  valuable  improvements  on  the  property.  Upon  the 
claim  of  the  insurance  company,  in  a  suit  on  the  policy,  that 
the  insurance  was  void  by  reason  of  the  omission  of  the  in- 
sured to  state  in  his  application  the  condition  of  the  title,  the 
court  charged  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  was  to  be  regarded 
as  the  owner  of  the  property,  if  he  had  the  equitable  title,  and 
his  interest  was  such  that  the  loss  would  fall  on  him  if  the 
property  was  destroyed.  This  charge  was  held  to  be  correct, 
and  that  an  absolute  interest  which  is  so  completely  vested 
in  the  party  owning  it  that  he  could  not  be  deprived  of  it 
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without  hifl  consent  would  eatifify  the  condition.  In  DMiver 
v.  Si.  J.  F.  ic.  M.  I'M.  Co.,  128  Mass.  815,  35  Am.  Rep.  878,  a 
policy  of  insurance  contained  the  same  condition  precisely  as 
the  one  before  us.  The  insured,  at  the  time  the  policy  was 
issued,  was  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  property  insured,  but  had 
mortgaged  it,  and  also  leased  it  for  a  term  of  years.  The 
policy  contained  no  statement  of  these  encumbrances;  still  it 
was  held  that  the  policy  was  not  thereby  avoided.  The  court 
say:  "  The  provision  is  in  the  body  of  the  policy,  and  is  in- 
serted for  tiie  benefit  of  the  insurer.  It  is  to  be  construed 
strictly  against  it,  and  liberally  in  behalf  of  the  assured.  If, 
therefore,  its  terms  can  be  satisfied  by  a  construction  which 
will  save  the  policy  and  at  the  same  time  accord  with  the 
established  rules  of  law,  such  construction  must  be  adopted.'' 
There  are  numerous  cases  which  hold  that  one  who  has  an 
equitable  interest  in  property  may  be  described  as  the  owner 
thereof:  Mna  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Tyler,  16  Wend.  885;  30  Am.  Dec. 
90;  Franklin  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  ifartin,  40  N.  J.  L.  568;  29  Am. 
Rep.  271;  PeUon  v.  Westchester  F.  Ins.  Co.,  77  N.  Y.  605;  Man- 
hattan F.  Ins.  Co.  V.  WeiU,  28  Gratt.  889;  26  Am.  Rep.  364; 
Acer  V.  Merchants^  Ins.  Co.,  57  Barb.  68;  Farmers^  M.  F.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Fogelman^  35  ^ich.  482;  DoJvn  v.  Farmers^  J.  8.  Ins.  Co., 
5  Lans.  275;  MiUviUe  F.  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wilgus,  88  Pa.  St  107; 
Martin  v.  State  Ins.  Co.,  44  N.  J.  L.  486;  43  Am.  Rep.  897;  In- 
surance Co.  V.  Haven,  95  U.  S.  242. 

In  this  case,  the  plaintiff,  by  the  contract  and  its  part  per- 
formance, had  acquired  an  absolute  vested  interest  in  the 
property,  which  he  could  encumber,  sell,  and  which  would 
descend  to  his  heirs.  He  was  not  in  default  in  making  pay- 
ments, and  was  to  all  intents  and  purposes  the  sole  owner. 
The  condition  in  question  speaks  only  of  the  nature  of  the 
interest  insured,  not  of  its  extent  or  legal  character.  The 
plaintiff's  interest  fully  answered  the  description  in  the  con- 
dition.  In  Hinman  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.,  36  Wis.  159,  the 
assured  made  a  written  application  in  which  he  falsely  repre- 
sented his  interest  in  the  property.  He  was  in  default  in  his 
payments,  and  this  court  held  that  a  representation  that  he 
was  the  sole  and  undisputed  owner  of  the  insured  property 
was  in  the  nature  of  a  warranty,  and  being  untrue,  avoided 
the  policy.    The  case  is  distinguishable  from  the  one  at  bar. 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  defendants  called  our  attention 
to  cases  which  decide  that  one  who  has  merely  an  estate  for 
life  in  premises  cannot  be  regarded  as  the  sole  and  absolute 
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owner,  within  the  meaning  of  a  condition  such  as  we  are  oon- 
Bidering:  Davis  ▼.  Iowa  8.  Ins.  Co.^  67  Iowa,  494;  Oarver  v. 
Eawkeye  Ins.  Co.^  69  Id.  202;  or  one  who  has  bnt  a  lien  for 
a  debty  as  in  Sohrbaek  t.  Oermania  Im.  Co.y  62  N.  Y.  47;  20 
Am.  Rep.  461;  or  a  purchaser  at  an  execution  Bale:  Reaper 
City  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bren/narij  58  HI.  158;  11  Am.  Bep.  54;  or  a 
mortgagee  in  poseession:  Souihtoiei  v.  Adantie  F.  &  M.  Ins. 
Co.,  133  MasB.  457;  WaJOer  v.  Norihwn  Aetfn  Co.,  10  Fed.  Bep. 
232;  or  one  who  has  only  a  leasehold  interest:  Mere  v.  Franks 
{in  Ine.  Co.,  68  Mo.  127.  But  these  cases,  it  is  obyious,  are 
not  in  point  here,  where  the  insured  was  in  no  de&ult  in 
making  payments,  and  was  the  equitable  owner,  having  the 
right  to  enforce  a  specific  performance  of  the  contract  and 
obtain  the  legal  title  outstanding  in  his  vendor. 

It  follows  from  these  views  that  there  was  no  breaoh  of  the 
condition  in  question  shown,  and  that  the  judgment  must  be 
affirmed. 

By  the  Goubt.    Judgment  aflbmed. 


InuRAvca  BT  QvB  HouxDro  mnns  CtoiBAor  ov  Pijbcbasb!  Lorlttard 
tktiwt.  Co.  y.  if cCWmI^  8  Am.  Bep.  92;  Imp,  F.  L  Co.  t.  DmiAanH  2  Am. 
8t  Bep.  686. 

Omibsion  to  SnxB  Nitubi  avb  Bzmrr  or  LnEBBaBT  dobs  vot  Avom 
PtoUDT  where  tiie  conditioM  of  polU^  do  not  ezaot  it^  end  the  oompany  is  net 
nrntnal:  Koie  to  Muinal  Ifu.  Co.  r.  Deak,  70  Am.  Deo.  680.  So  the  intereel 
of  the  unued  may  be  mffleieiitly  daaoiibed  by  the  worda,  "my  dweDing- 
hoQie**:  TXobb  to  Strong  J.  MatnnfaOmrer^  In$.  Co.,  20  Id.  610|  nor  doea  one  by 
dMonbing  the  property  inaored  aa  **  my  hooaei''  thereby  wanaiit  hia  title  to 
the  realty  to  be  an  nnenoombered  fee-aimple:  Mutual  Tw.  Co.  t.  DeaU,  70 
Id.  673;  and  a  daaoriptioa  of  property  aa  ''hia  bnildinga  "  by  the  aesored, 
where  he  did  not  own  tfaam  bat  bad  only  an  intereat  therein  and  waa  in  poa- 
■wioM,  ia  not  a  wamnty  of  ownenihip:  MoMoA  t.  Ommmda  F,  Ins.  Co., 
20  Am.  Bept,  451.  Aa  to  boHdiQgi  on  leased  property,  aee  FewU  t.  Spring^ 
/eU /Ni.  Ob.,  23  Id.  808. 

As  TO  Whix  CtamnuxM  IvauBAiLa  Lranan,  aee  BarM  t.  WaUer,  7 
Am.  Dea.  141^  and  aatei  aba  nole  to  Stnmg  t.  Mam^bOmrenf  he.  Co..  88 
U.IUIL 
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Whbbbatt  V.  Ellis. 

po  wnoonni,  sbt.j 

DmrAUVt  Ltoobbbd  bt  Foiaowino  or  Good  Fars  tbb  Avvmi  ov  Ocntv* 
■BL  iBouu>  BB  Rbubvbd  AOAm«T»  wImto  tbtt  JudgniMLt  b  for  a  largv 
■am,  and  a  meiritorioiu  dafonaw  aziata.  Li  aaoh  oaaa  it  ia  tlio  dnty  of 
tha  oonrtt  whare  the  application  is  proparly  mada  alleging  anoh  dofwiaoj 
to  open  tha  judgment  upon  reaaonable  terma;  a  rafiual  to  do  tliia  ia  m 
manif  aat  aboae  of  diaotetion. 

This  action  was  brought  in  1888.  Three  Boveral  causes  of 
action  were  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  the  nature  of  which  ap- 
pear in  68  Wisconsin,  625.  An  answer  was  served  by  the 
defendants  in  1884,  wherein  a  defense  upon  the  merits  was  set 
up  to  each  cause  of  action;  the  answer  also  contained  a  coun- 
terclaim, to  which  the  plaintiff  replied,  denying  each  allega- 
tion therein.  On  July  2,  1885,  an  order  was  made  (65  Wis. 
640,  641)  that  said  answer  be  stricken  out,  and  judgment 
rendered  against  the  defendant,  unless  he  should  give  a  certain 
deposition  as  required,  which,  before  that  time,  he  had  refused 
to  do,  and  also  unless  certain  other  portions  of  said  order  should 
be  complied  with  within  twenty  days  after  a  copy  of  the  same 
should  be  served,  which  latter  was  done  on  July  13, 1885.  An 
appeal  from  that  order  was  taken  July  24, 1885,  and  April  6, 
1886,  it  was  affirmed:  65  Wis.  639.  On  June  8,  1886,  a  remit- 
titur  was  filed,  and  June  11,  1886,  default  was  taken  without 
notice  to  the  defendant  for  $2,938.10.  Immediately  there- 
after, on  June  12th,  the  defendant  notified  the  plaintiff  of  his 
willingness  to  fiilly  comply  with  the  order  of  July  2, 1885, 
and  fixed  the  time  therefor  as  June  22, 1886.  This  offer  was 
refused  by  the  plaintiff.  Upon  application  of  the  .defendant, 
an  order  was  made  by  the  court  on  June  17, 1886,  that  the 
answer  above  mentioned  should  stand;  that  trial  might  be 
had  of  said  cause  conditioned  upon  the  payment  of  costs  and 
the  giving  of  said  deposition  by  the  defendant  as  required; 
and  that  upon  non-compliance  mih,  said  condition  that  said 
judgment  should  operate  as  the  final  judgment  in  said  cause. 
An  appeal  was  taken  by  the  defendant  from  said  judgment 
on  June  25,  1886,  and  also  from  the  last-mentioned  order,  and 
these  were  affirmed  (68  Wis.  61)  on  February  1,  1887.  A 
remittitur  thereon  was  filed  March  3,  1887.  Affidavits  setting 
out  the  several  facts  necessary,  together  with  the  requisite 
records  and  papers,  were  filed  by  the  defendant;  whereupon 
the  plaintiff,  on  March  5, 1887,  was  ordered  to  show  cause  why 
the  default  obtained  by  reason  of  the  defendant's  non-com- 
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plianoe  with  the  order  of  June  17, 1886,  ahoold  not  be  opened, 
said  judgment  be  vacated,  the  defendant's  answer  be  allowed 
to  stand,  and  trial  and  hearing  be  had  of  said  cause  on  the 
merits,  npon  the  defendant's  complying  with  the  conditions 
relating  to  the  giving  said  deposition,  and  upon  reasonable 
terms  as  to  costs.  The  defendant,  in  seeking  such  relief,  al- 
leged principally,  besides  other  matters,  a  meritorious  defense; 
that  he  had  followed  in  good  faith  the  advice  of  counsel  in 
taking  said  appeals;  that  the  order  of  Jane  17, 1886,  imposed 
burdensome  and  illegal  terms;  that  no  notice  was  given  of  the 
entering  of  said  judgment,  which  was  done  in  vacation  by  the 
clerk,  and  that  the  amount  thereof  was  largely  in  excess  of 
that  claimed  in  the  complaint  From  the  affidavit  of  counsel, 
it  appeared,  among  other  things,  that  the  plaintiff's  attorney 
had  been  paid  I84.75  costs  on  the  last  appeal  in  this  court 
Said  application  to  reopen  said  deCetult  was  refused,  and  the 
motion  overruled  by  order  of  the  court  made  on  March  24, 
1887.    The  defendant  appealed  from  this  order. 

Alexander  Meggett  and  W.  F.  BaUey^  for  the  appellant 
Levi  Jf .  FibM,  for  the  respondent 

Cassodat,  J.  This  is  the  sixth  appeal  to  this  court  in  this 
cause.  No  trial  or  hearing  upon  the  merits  has  ever  been  had, 
notwithstanding  an  answer  upon  the  merits  to  each  of  the  sev- 
eral causes  of  action  was  served  nearly  three  years  ago.  The 
wisdom  of  meeting  all  questions  having  merits  upon  the 
merits  at  the  first  opportunity  is  here  both  illustrated  and 
demonstrated.  But  we  are  not  prepared  to  say  that  these 
several  appeals  were  the  result  of  mere  perversity.  The  first  ap- 
peal firom  the  order  on  the  demurrer  was  before  the  answer,  and 
not  here  involved.  No  such  perversity  can  be  fairly  claimed  as 
to  the  appeal  from  the  order  of  July  2,  1885,  as  the  question 
involved  went  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  commissioner  and  was 
decided  by  a  divided  court  No  bad  fEtith  can  be  imputed  by 
reason  of  the  appeal  from  the  judgment,  as  it  raised  questions 
which  were  fairly  debatable.  The  only  ground  left  for  im- 
puting bad  faith  is  the  appeal  from  the  order  of  June  17,  1886, 
and  the  order  of  the  judge  at  chambers  made  June  23, 1886; 
and  which  last  appeal  was  dismissed:  68  Wis.  61.  Those 
orders  were  made  after  the  defendant's  answer  bad  been 
stricken  out  and  judgment  entered,  without  notice,  as  upon 
default    Aa  indicated  in  the  opinion  last  cited,  the  entry  of 
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sQch  jadgment  in  that  way  was  manifestly  a  surprise  to  tbe 
defendant.  As  there  said,  it  ^*  apparently  grew  out  of  a  mis- 
conception or  inadvertence  in  relation  to  the  order  of  July  2, 
1885,  and  the  effect  of  the  appeal  from  it."  The  defendant 
seemed  to  have  acted  on  the  theory  that  the  stay  of  proceed- 
ings granted  by  a  justice  of  this  court,  and  then  continued  by 
the  court,  related  back  to  the  time  of  taking  the  appeal,  and 
hence  prevented  any  default  of  the  defendant.  But,  as  there 
shown,  the  time  for  paying  the  costs  and  giving  the  reqtdaite 
notice  expired  July  27, 1886,  and  the  stay  was  not  granted 
until  July  28, 1886,  and  then  only  operated  from  that  day  and 
pending  the  appeal.  It  is  easy  to  perceive  how  an  attorney 
might  be  misled  under  such  circumstances.  Among  the  con- 
ditions of  the  order  of  June  17,  1886,  was  the  one  that  the 
judgment  should  stand  as  security  for  the  payment  of  any 
judgment  the  plaintiff  might  recover.  This  being  so,  an  ap- 
peal from  the  judgment  in  good  faith  would  seem  to  indicate 
the  necessity  of  appealing  also  from  the  order;  whereas,  not 
to  appeal  fix>m  either  would  have  left  the  defendant  in  a  posi- 
tion where,  if  beaten  upon  the  merits,  he  would  have  been 
obliged  to  pay  a  judgment  which,  if  we  are  to  believe  his  affi- 
davit, he  conceived  to  be  not  only  excessive,  but  unjust. 
Moreover,  as  the  continuance  of  the  judgment  was  among  the 
conditions  of  the  order,  the  mei^  giving  of  the  deposition  and 
payment  of  costs,  after  the  appeal  from  the  judgment,  would 
not  have  been  a  frill  compliance  with  the  order;  besides,  there 
had  been  an  offer  to  give  the  deposition. 

Upon  the  facts  stated,  can  we  say  that  the  defendant  has 
forfeited  all  right  to  any  trial  or  hearing  upon  the  merits? 
The  application  here  refused  was  addressed  to  the  sound  dis- 
cretion of  the  trial  court:  B.  S.,  sec.  2832.  In  Union  National 
Bank  v.  Benjamin^  61  Wis.  614,  it  was  said  that  terms  may 
*^  be  imposed  which,  as  near  as  may  be,  mil  place  the  plaintiff 
in  as  favorable  a  position  as  he  would  have  been  in  had  the 
relief  been  denied.  But  the  order  of  the  court  places  the 
plaintiff  in  a  better  position,  for  it  gives  it  absolute  security 
for  any  judgment  it  may  recover  in  the  action  ";  and  hence  it 
was  held  to  be  an  abuse  of  discretion.  In  Morgan  v.  Bishoj^^ 
61  Id.  410,  the  order  was  reversed  on  the  ground  that  there 
had  been  an  abuse  of  discretion,  because  the  defendant  was 
allowed,  after  the  cause  had  been  at  issue  for  some  time  and 
the  plaintiff  had  subpoenaed  his  witnesses  aDd  was  ready  for 
trial,  to  amend  his  answer  by  pleading  for  the  first  time  the 
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statute  of  limitatioDSy  without  imposing  any  terms  except  the 
mere  ooets  of  the  motion.  It  is  there  said:  ^  What  will  be  in 
the  '  fmrtherance  of  justice/  and  what  ^  terms '  are  to  be  re- 
garded as  'just,'  must  depend  upon  the  Setcts  of  each  par- 
ticular case."  Then,  after  citing  seyeral  cases  illustrative  of 
the  rule,  it  is  further  said  on  page  411:  *'  Such  being  the  es- 
tablished rules  of  lawy  the  obvious  duty  of  a  trial  court,  sitting 
as  a  court  of  conscience,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion 
upon  such  application,  is  to  do  or  secure  substantial  justice  to 
the  parties  under  all  tiie  circumstances  ";  among  which  were 
there  enumerated,  ^  the  state  of  the  litigation,  the  amount  of 
ooBts  that  have  been  incurred,  whether  the  allowance  of  such 
amendment  would  work  a  continuance,  and  any  other  fact 
going  to  the  equity  of  such  allowance." 

Here,  the  answer  stricken  out,  and  sought  to  be  made  avail- 
able as  a  defense,  did  not  set  up  the  statute  of  limitations,  nor 
usury,  nor  any  unconscionable  defense,  but  defenses  which,  if 
true,  were  each  and  all  meritorious  and  such  as  to  entirely 
defeat  each  of  the  causes  of  action  alleged  in  the  complaint, 
to  say  nothing  of  the  counterclaim.  The  defendant  may  never 
be  able  to  prove  the  defenses  alleged,  but  for  the  purposes  of 
this  application  they  must  each  be  taken  as  true.  So  taken, 
and  the  case  presented  is  a  judgment  of  about  three  thousand 
dollars  against  the  defendant  as  upon  a  default,  when  he  had 
a  good  defense  upon  the  merits  to  each  and  all  the  several 
eauees  of  action  idleged  in  the  complaint,  but  which  he  had 
been  precluded  from  proving  in  the  manner  indicated,  and 
which  he  never  can  make  available.  In  other  words,  upon 
the  case  thus  stated,  the  defendant  is  held  liable  for  the  pay- 
ment of  three  thousand  dollars,  without  any  meritorious  cause 
of  action  against  him,  as  the  price  of  his  temerity  in  appeal- 
ing fit>m  an  order  of  the  trial  court  under  the  advice  of  counsel, 
instead  of  submitting  thereto,  as  we  have  held  he  should  have 
done.  Defaults  incurred  through  the  ill  advice  or  negligence 
of  counsel  are  to  be  relieved  against  as  well  as  any  others: 
Morgan  v.  Bishop^  9upra;  Hanson  v.  MieheUonj  19  Wis.  498. 
Of  course,  as  urged,  the  trial  court  has  a  discretion  in  such 
matters,  but  '^  such  discretion  must  be  a  legal  discretion,  and 
where  the  application  is  made  in  time,  and  presents  a  case  of 
*  mistake,  inadvertence,  surprise,  or  excusable  neglect,'  accom- 
panied by  a  verified  answer  alleging  a  good  defense  on  the 
merits,  it  is  a  manifest  abuse  of  discretion  not  to  open  the 
judgment  upon  reasonable  terms  ":  Cleveland  v.  Uopkine^  55 
Id.  390. 
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The  duty  of  the  trial  court,  sitting  as  a  court  of  conscience, 
in  such  matters,  is,  as  above  indicated,  ^'  to  do  or  secore  sub- 
stantial justice  "  between  the  parties,  under  all  the  circum- 
stances. To  do  that,  where  a  defendant  is  in  default,  having 
a  good  and  conscionable  defense,  thus  excused  and  presented, 
is  to  give  him  a  trial  or  hearing  upon  the  merits,  upon  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  to  do  no  injustice  to  the  opposite 
party.  The  trial  court  acted  upon  that  theory  in  making  the 
order  of  June  17, 1886.  That  order  should  have  been  complied 
with.  The  failure  to  comply  with  it  operated  as  a  delay  from 
June  to  the  March  following.  A  new  order,  the  same  in  sub- 
stance, with  new  dates  for  the  time  of  the  payment  and  the 
examination  therein  mentioned,  and  in  addition  requiring  the 
defendant  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney  such  sum  as 
may  be  fixed  by  the  trial  court,  not  exceeding  fifty  dollars, 
should  now  be  entered. 

By  the  Court.  The  order  of  the  circuit  court  is  reversed, 
and  the  cause  is  remanded,  with  direction  to  enter  an  order  in 
substanoe  and  effect  as  indicated. 
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LxGAL  DnoBRiov:  Brouming  ▼.  Soane,  SO  Am.  Dec.  218;  and  not  a  capri- 
eiooa  or  arbiteary  diaoretion:  Koto  to  Burnkam  ▼.  Haif$t  08  Id.  8d3;  see  abo 
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Sbbfbld  V.  GmoAGo,  Milwaueeb,  and  St.  Paul 

Bailboad  Company. 

[70  Wisooirnzi,  216.] 

RanAOAD— NiauoKVOB.  •— If  TUB  View  of  ▲  Tbavxlbb  oh  thb  Hiobwat 
AmoAOHiNO  A  Razlboad  Crossino  ia  so  obstrncted  that  he  oannot 
■00  an  approaohing  train  in  time  to  stop  his  team  before  colliding  with  it, 
if  ho  knows  that  a  train  is  dne  at  such  oroesing,  at  or  about  snoh  time, 
and  if  ho  is  unable  to  hear  the  approaching  train  when  his  team  ia  in 
notioD,  whether  by  roaoon  of  the  force  and  direotion  of  the  wind  or  of 
noises  in  the  vicinity,  whether  made  by  his  own  wagon  or  by  other 
oanses,  ordinary  care  requires  him  to  stop  his  team  while  he  may  do  so^ 
and  listen  for  the  train. 

QUBSnOV  OF  COHTBIBUTOBT  NiOLZOBNOB  —  WhXTHZB  FOB  JUBT  OB  COUBT. 

—If  the  testimony  relating  to  such  negligence  is  oonflioting^  or  not  being 
oonflioting  if  the  inferenoes  to  be  drawn  therefrom  are  doubtful  or  un« 
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the  qiiMtioD  of  nQgligeaoe  is  for  tho  jury.  Bnt  if  tha  •ndsooo  is 
nndispated,  and  the  iaferenoes  therefrom  plain  and  certain,  fhei  qaeatun 
is  one  of  law  for  the  oonrt. 

Action  to  recover  damages  for  injuries  sustained  by  the 
plaintiff  in  his  person  and  property,  claimed  to  have  been 
caused  by  the  negligence  of  defendant  in  running  one  of  its 
trains  over  the  Wisconsin  Valley  division  of  its  road  at  a  point 
where  the  road  crossed  a  highway  known  as  Bridge  Street,  in 
the  city  of  Wausau.  Said  highway  extended  east  and  west,  and 
the  railroad  crossing  it  extended  north  and  south.    At  the 
point  of  intersection  there  was,  in  addition  to  the  main  track,  a 
spur  track  which  also  crossed  said  street  about  thirty-two 
feet  east  of  the  main  track.  Bridge  Street  was  also  crossed  by 
First  Street  about  227  feet  east  of  the  main  track.    Bridge 
Street  was  planked  from  a  point  within  forty-five  feet  west  of 
First  Street  to  a  point  west  of  said  main  track,  which  planking 
was  sixteen  to  eighteen  feet  in  width.   Just  east  of  the  spur 
track,  and  on  the  north  side  of  Bridge  Street,  was  a  planing- 
mill,  the  platform  of  which  extended  west  to  the  spur  track, 
and  npon  this  platform  lumber  was  pUed.    In  front  of  the 
platform,  and  probably  as  far  south  as  Bridge  Street,  box-cars 
were  standing  upon  the  spur  track,  a  passage-way  was  left  for 
teams  to  pass  over  the  plank-road  between  these  cars  and 
another  oar  south  of  them,  also  standing,  on  the  same  track. 
Owing  to  these  facts,  a  train  approaching  from  the  north,  —  as 
in  this  ease,  —  could  not  be  seen  by  a  person  on  Bridge  Street 
between  the  spur  track  and  a  point  a  few  feet  west  of  First 
Street.     There  was  a  gradual  descent  on  Bridge  Street  from 
First  Street  to  the  spur  track,  and  from  there  to  beyond  the 
main  track  the  descent  was  much  sharper,  the  spur  track  being 
three  oor  four  feet  higher  than  the  main  track,  so  that  a  heavily 
loaded  team  could  be  easily  stopped  before  reaching  the  spur 
track,  but  between  that  and  the  main  track  this  would  be  dif- 
ficult to  do.    The  plaintiff  with  his  daughter  was  driving  east 
on  that  part  of  Bridge  Street  above  described,  with  a  team 
hitched  to  a  wagon  loaded  with  merchandise;  directly  ahead 
of  him  was  a  team  loaded  with  long  wooden  frames  piled  very 
high  crosswise  upon  the  wagon,  and  behind  him  was  another 
team.    All  three  teams  were  being  driven  in  the  same  direc- 
tion. The  plaintiff  was  walking  his  team  and  looking  and  lis- 
tening for  approaching  trains.    The  driver  of  the  advance 
team  saw  the  coming  train  after  he  had  passed  the  spur  track, 
but  crossed  the  main  track    in  safety.    The  plaintiff  had 
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croseed  the  spur  track  when  he  also  saw  the  train.  Not  being 
able  to  stop  his  team  in  time,  he  turned  them  to  the  soath,  but 
not  quickly  enough  to  avoid  being  struck  as  he  was  by  either 
the  locomotive  or  the  tender.  One  horse  was  killed,  the  other 
injured,  the  wagon  was  overturned,  the  property  therein  de- 
stroyed, and  the  plaintiff  himself  was  seriously  injured.  The 
train  was  running  at  about  fifteen  miles  an  hour  when  it  passed 
the  crossing.  It  did  not  appear  other  than  as  a  disputed 
fiEkct  whether  the  whistle  was  blown  or  the  bell  rang  as  the  train 
approached  the  crossing.  The  jury  was  directed  by  the  court 
to  give  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the  ground  that  the 
plaintiff  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence.  A  motion  for 
a  new  trial  having  been  denied,  judgment  was  entered  in  ac- 
•ordance  with  the  verdict,  from  which  judgment  the  plaintiff 
appealed. 

Bardeefij  Mylrea^  and  Marehettij  and  O*  W.  Cate^  for  the  ap- 
pellants. 

John  W.  Cary,  Burton  Hanmm^  and  J.  T.  FUh^  tost  the  re- 
spondents* 

Lton,  J.  In  the  consideration  of  the  present  case,  it  will  be 
assumed  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  send  the  ques- 
tion of  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  company  U>  tlie  jury. 
The  only  question  to  be  determined  is.  Does  the  unoontra- 
dieted  evidence  prove  conclusively  that  the  plaintiff  was 
guilty  of  negligence  which  contributed  directly  to  the  injuries 
of  which  he  complains?  The  circuit  judge  was  of  the  opinion 
that,  under  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  this  case.  It  was  the 
duty  of  the  plaintiff  to  have  stopped  his  team  while  he  could 
do  so,  that  he  might  the  better  hear  the  approach  of  the  train. 

It  is  undisputed  that,  for  almost  150  feet  before  he  reached 
the  spur  track,  and  until  he  had  passed  that  track,  where  it 
was  too  late  to  avoid  a  collision  with  the  train,  the  plaintiff 
could  not  see  a  train  on  the  main  track  approaching  from  the 
north.  Driving  as  he  was  between  two  other  teams,  upon  a 
plank-road,  the  leading  wagon  and  his  own  being  heavily 
loaded,  the  conclusion  is  irresistible  that  there  must  have 
been  sufficient  noise  in  his  immediate  vicinity  seriously  to 
interfere  with  his  hearing  the  train  as  it  approached  the 
crossing.  Besides,  the  wind  blew  from  the  south,  which  would 
be  another  obstacle  to  his  hearing  the  train.  He  was  well 
acquainted  with  the  crossing,  and  is  chargeable  with  knowl- 
edge of  all  the  circumstances  of  danger  which  surrounded 
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him.  Moreover,  the  important  fact  is  undisputed  that  he 
knew  and  remembered  that  the  train  was  dne  and  should  pasa 
the  crossing  just  about  the  time  he  reached  it  The  train  was 
absolutely  hidden  from  his  view,  and  his  vision  was  of  no 
service  whatever  to  him  in  detecting  its  presence.  So  fiEur  as 
seeing  the  train  is  concerned,  he  might  as  well  have  been 
blind.  The  onlj  sense  which  could  enable  him  to  learn  of 
the  presence  of  the  train  was  that  of  hearing,  and  because  of 
the  circumstances  just  mentioned,  that  was  liable  to  be  en- 
tirely insufficient  for  the  purpose  while  his  team  was  in 
motion.  Had  he  stopped  his  team  as  he  approached  the 
spur  track,  which  he  might  easily  have  done,  it  is  highly 
probable  that  he  Would  have  heard  the  train.  At  any  rate,  a 
delay  of  a  few  seconds  would  have  avoided  the  collision  and 
the  injury.  In  view  of  these  conditions,  considering  that  the 
crossing  was  a  very  dangerous  one  at  best,  and  that  the  peril 
was  imminent  because  the  train  was  then  due  there,  of  which 
fact  the  plaintiff  was  conscious  at  the  time,  is  it  not  reason- 
able to  hold  that  it  was  his  duty  to  employ  his  hearing  to  the 
best  advantage  to  discover  the  approach  of  the  train?  And 
to  listen  effectually,  was  it  not  necessary  that  he  should  stop 
bis  team? 

Many  ac^udications  by  this  and  other  courts,  claimed  to  be 
in  point  on  these  questions,  were  dted  by  the  respective  coun- 
sel in  their  very  able  arguments.  While  such  adjudications 
are  valuable  in  determining  the  general  principles  of  law  on 
the  subject  of  negligence,  yet  inasmuch  as  no  two  cases  are 
exactly  parallel  in  their  facts,  they  do  not  always,  or  often, 
furnish  sufficient  or  safe  guides  for  applying  those  principles 
correctly  to  the  facts  of  any  given  case.  Such  application 
must  necessarily  be  made  in  each  case  in  the  light  of  its  own 
facts.  Thus,  for  example,  the  rule  of  law  is,  that  the  negligence 
of  the  plaintiff,  or  his  want  of  ordinary  care,  which  contributed 
proximately  to  the  injury  of  which  he  complains,  defeats  an  ac- 
tion predicated  upon  a  charge  of  negligence  against  the  defend- 
ant. But  whether  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  such  negligence 
must  be  determined  from  the  facts  of  the  particular  case. 
Again,  if  the  testimony  relating  to  such  negligence  is  conflict- 
ing, or,  not  being  conflicting,  if  the  inferences  to  be  drawn 
therefrom  are  doubtful  or  uncertain,  the  question  of  negli- 
gence is  for  the  jury.  But  if  the  evidence  is  undisputed  and 
the  inferences  therefrom  plain  and  certain,  the  question  is  one 
of  law  for  the  court 
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The  oases  cited  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  to  show  that 
plaintiff  should  have  stopped  his  team  and  listened  for  the 
expected  train,  seem  to  ns  to  come  nearer  this  case  in  their 
facts  than  those  cited  to  sustain  the  opposite  view.  Thoee 
cases  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  or  some  of  them,  are  here 
cited,  but  will  not  be  discussed:  Mantd  v.  Chicago  etc,  R.  S, 
Co.,  33  Minn.  62;  Haas  v.  O.  R.  eU.  R.  R  Co.,  47  Mich.  401; 
Griffin  V.  Chicago  etc.  R  R  Co.,  68  Iowa,  688;  Scha^eH 
y.  Chicago  etc.  R.  R  Co.,  62  Id.  624;  Tucker  y.  Duncan,  9 
Fed.  Eep.  867;  ConncUy  y.  New  York  etc.  R  R.  Co.,  88  N.  Y. 
346;  Wilde  y.  Eudeon  River  R.  R.  Co.,  24  Id.  480;  MerUe 
v.  New  York  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  49  N.  J.  L.  478;  Norihem  Ricifie 
R.  R.  Co.  y.  Hdmee,  8  Wash.  Ter.  202;  Kennedy  y.  Chicago  etc. 
Ry  Co.,  68  Iowa,  659.  See  also  the  late  case  otJepec/n  y.  Chi^ 
cago  etc.  R.  R  Co.,  in  United  States  drouit  court  of  Minneeota 
(unreported). 

The  rule  to  be  deduced  from  these  cases  is  this:  if  the  yiew 
of  a  trayeler  on  the  highway  approaching  a  railroad  crossing 
is  so  obstructed  that  he  cannot  see  an  approaching  train  in 
time  to  stop  his  team  before  colliding  with  it,  if  he  knows 
that  a  train  is  due  at  such  crossing  at  or  about  such  time, 
and  if  he  is  unable  to  hear  the  approaching  train  when  his 
team  is  in  motion,  whether  by  reason  of  the  force  and  direo- 
tion  of  the  wind  or  of  noises  in  the  vicinity,  whether  made  by 
his  own  wagon  or  by  other  causes,  ordinary  care  requires  him 
to  stop  his  team  while  he  may  do  so,  and  listen  for  the  train. 

Most  of  the  cases  cited  by  counsel  for  plaintiff  to  sustain 
the  opposite  yiew  seem  to  lack  some  of  the  conditions  just 
specified.  In  some  of  them  the  view  of  the  railroad  track  in 
the  direction  of  the  approaching  train  was  not  entirely  cut  off 
In  others,  the  travelers  did  not  know  that  a  train  was  then  due 
at  the  crossing.  Because  of  these  features  it  may  well  be  held 
that  the  rule  above  stated  is  inapplicable  to  those  cases. 

Some  decisions  of  this  court,  which  it  is  claimed  relieve  the 
plaintiff  of  the  obligation  to  stop  his  team,  require  brief  no- 
tice. These  are  Duffy  v.  Chicago  etc.  R.  R  Co.,  32  Wis.  269; 
Urhanek  v.  Chicago  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  47  Id.  59;  EHert  v.  O.  B. 
etc.  Co.,  48  Id.  606. 

In  the  first  of  these  cases,  as  in  this  case,  the  plaintiff^  a 
traveler  on  the  highway,  could  not  see  the  approaching  train 
until  too  near  the  railroad  track  to  avoid  a  collision.  But» 
unlike  the  present  case,  there  is  no  suggestion  that  he  knew 
or  had  reason  to  believe  that  a  train  was  about  to  pass  or 
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would  probably  pass  the  crossing  at  or  about  the  time  he  at- 
tempted to  do  so.  It  was  held  not  to  be  his  duty  to  stop  his 
team,  leave  his  wagon,  go  upon  the  railroad  track,  and  look 
•bng  the  same  for  a  train.  In  Urbanek  v.  Chicago  etc.  R.  R. 
Co.y  mipra,  the  question  we  are  here  considering  was  not  made 
or  considered.  In  the  remaining  case  of  EUeri  y.  0.  B» 
i(c.  R,  R.  Co.y  supray  the  jury  found,  presumably  cm  suffix 
dent  proof,  that  had  the  plaintiff  stopped  within  a  reason- 
able distance  of  the  crossing  and  listened,  he  could  not  have 
heard  the  rumbling  of  the  train.  If  this  finding  is  true,  it 
would  have  been  fruitless  for  the  plaintiff  in  that  case  to  have 
stopped  his  team.  It  is  very  obvious  that  neither  of  these 
cases  conflict  with  the  rule  above  stated,  requiring  the  trav- 
eler, mider  certain  circumstances,  to  stop  and  listen  for  an 
expected  train  before  going  upon  the  railroad  track. 

The  material  facts  in  the  present  case  affecting  the  queetioa 
of  the  alleged  contributory  negligence  of  the  plaintiff  are  un- 
disputed, and  they  admit  of  no  doubtful  or  opposing  inferences. 
Hence,  whether  or  not  those  facts  establish  the  negligence  of 
the  plaintiff,  is  a  question  of  law  for  the  court  The  inference 
which  the  circuit  court  deduced  from  the  facts  was,  that  the 
plamtiff,  by  failing  to  stop  his  team  so  that  he  might  listen 
ibr  the  expected  train  most  effectually,  failed  to  exercise  that 
reasonable  and  proper  care  and  caution  to  avoid  injury  which 
the  law  exacts  of  him  as  a  condition  precedent  to  his  right  to 
feoover  in  this  action.  We  are  satisfied  that  this  is  the  only 
inference  which  can  properly  be  deduced  from  the  facts 
{ffoved. 

We  hold,  therefore,  both  on  principle  and  authority,  that 
because  the  plaintiff,  when  traveling  on  Bridge  Street  towards 
the  crossing,  could  not  see  a  train  approaching  from  the  north 
until  it  was  too  late  for  him  to  avoid  a  collision  therewith^ 
should  it  pass  when  he  reached  the  crossing,  because  he  did 
not  hear  the  train  and  there  were  noises  near  him  and  an  un- 
&vorable  wind  which  necessarily  interfered  with  his  hearing 
it  while  his  team  was  in  motion,  and  becaupe  he  knew  that  a 
train  was  due  at  the  crossing  at  about  the  time  that  he  reached 
tiiere,  and  expected  it  would  then  pass  the  crossing,  the  law 
required  him  to  place  himself  in  a  more  favorable  situation  to 
hear  by  stopping  his  team  and  again  listening  for  the  expected 
tram  before  going  upon  the  railroad  track.  Failing  in  this,  he 
18  chargeable  with  negligence  which  contributed  proximately 
to  the  injuries  of  which  he  complains,  and  cannot  recover 
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damages  for  anoh  ii^nriea.  We  ooadude  that  the  dzonit 
judge  properly  directed  the  jury  to  retom  a  Terdiot  lor  the 

defendant 

By  the  Coubt.    Judgment  aflSrmed. 

DUTT  OF  TRATIUB  OK  HlOBWAT  WBBT  ABOOTVO  OMM  lUnJMAP  k  tO 

«top,  and  look  ud  Ikton,  if  danger  is  fairiy  to  bo  mppwhwrfod.  Koto  to 
WUeoay.  Somettc  R.  B.  Co.,  100  Am.  Doo.  448;  iini aaanota  to (yCemmor  ▼, 
Mimmri  P.  JTy  Cb.,  4  Am.  St  B0g.  36i»  and  note  868^  whan  tho  ovaa  and 
notes  on  tliia  point  are  ooUacted. 

QuwnON  OF  COMTBZBUTOBT  KMUOmOl  MAT  BB  OhB  OF  FlOT  FOB  THB 

JuBTp  OB  OF  Law  fob  tbb  Ooubt.  As  to  when  a  ^astion  for  tho  jniy,  aea 
O'Flakert^T,  Unkm  i?.  R.  Co.,  100  Am.  Dee.  848;  Defrod  cte.  JKL 12.  Odl  ▼. 
CwHb,  09  Id.  141,  and  note  144;  Jforrtey  ▼.  Wiffgim  F.  Co,,  91  Id.  40£| 
mu  ▼.  Town  qfNewBami^  88  Id.  613;  JbAmonv.  ^naisr,  100 Id.  613^  and 
note  618.  As  to  when  a  question  of  law  for  the  ooart^  aee  note  to  WUeox  t. 
Borne  etc  B.  IL  Co,,  100  Id.  448;  Todd  ▼.  Old  CMoH^ete.  B,B.Co.^  93  Id. 
679,  and  note  680;  note  to  aamo  ease  on  fonnsr  i^^  ^  ^^  ^i  Beta  to 
Tokum  V.  Bpnam^k*  R  A  Cbw,  60  Am.  Bop.  668. 


Will  op  Ward. 

po  wisoovsnifSa.] 
Will  of  ifAp^TMu  Wokab  n  Bor  Bstoxbd  bt  bbb  SuasBQUBiiT  Mab- 
BXAiM»  where  the  atatate  aeoiiree  to  her  the  ahaolnte  tight  to  diipoae  of 
her  property  dnring  oorertore;  and  there  being  no  other  tssne  than  the 
children  of  a  former  maniage,  her  estate  is  given  by  said  wiU  to  them. 
Whether  each  marriage  would  revoke  a  fonner  wiUin  favorof  aatranger 
was  ondetermined. 

The  testatrix,  Ann  Ward,  was  married  three  times.  Her 
first  husband  was  one  Thomas  Lee,  who  deceased  in  1870. 
Under  the  will  of  said  Lee  she  obtained  the  estate  possessed 
by  her  at  her  decease.  During  the  marriage  with  her  second 
husband,  John  Spaulding, — who  died  in  1880, — the  will  here 
in  question  was  executed  on  June  23, 1877,  by  the  testatrix, 
under  the  name  of  Ann  Lee  Spaulding.  Thereafter,  she 
again  married  one  Charles  Ward,  and  died  in  1885,  leav- 
ing said  Ward  surviving  her.  By  said  will,  all  her  estate 
was  left  to  six  out  of  seven  children  who  were  the  issue  of 
her  first  marriage,  no  children  having  been  had  by  the  said 
Ann  by  either  the  second  or  third  husband.  The  testatrix 
was  domiciled  and  died  in  Racine  County.  The  will  was 
duly  presented  to  the  county  court  of  Sauk  County  for  admis* 
sion  to  probate.  Said  court  held  that  said  marriage  with 
Ward  revoked  the  will;  that  the  said  Ann  died  intestate,  and 
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afypointed  one  Drinkwater,  who  was  never  related  to  the  testa- 
triz,  adminiBtrator  on  said  estate.  An  appeal  was  thereupon 
taken  firom  said  order  and  judgment  to  the  circuit  court  by 
Hiram  Lee,  named  as  one  of  the  executors  in  said  will,  which 
court  held  that  said  marriage  did  not  revoke  said  will,  and 
reversed  the  judgment  of  the  county  court.  An  appeal  firom 
the  judgment  entered  thereon  was  taken  by  Edward,  Thomas, 
and  Bichard  Lee,  and  by  Mary  Hamlet,  children  and  heirs  of 
the  deceased,  to  this  court. 

John  Barker  J  for  the  appellants. 

Hand  and  FleU^  for  the  respondents. 

Gassodat,  J.  The  testatrix  made  her  will  while  she  was 
the  wife  of  Spaulding.  By  it  she  gave  her  property  to  six  of 
her  children  by  a  former  marriage.  After  his  death,  she  mar- 
ried Ward.  She  never  had  any  children  by  either  of  them. 
Did  such  marriage  to  Ward  revoke  her  will  ^us  made?  This 
is  the  only  question  presented  which  it  is  necessary  to  con- 
sider. The  county  court  held  that  it  did.  The  circuit  held 
that  it  did  not,  and  reversed  the  judgment. 

After  prohibiting  the  revocation  of  any  will  otherwise  their 
by  burning,  tearing,  canceling,  or  obliterating  the  same,  or  by 
some  other  writing,  executed  as  prescribed,  substantially  as 
required  by  section  6,  chapter  3,  29  Car.  11.  (3  Eng.  Stats,  at 
Large,  885),  our  statute  adds:  "Excepting  only  that  nothing 
contained  in  this  section  shall  prevent  the  revocation  implied 
by  law  firom  subsequent  changes  in  the  condition  or  circum- 
stances of  the  testator":  R.  8.,  sec.  2290.  This  section,  with 
the  above  exception,  first  appeared  in  section  10,  chapter  66, 
Revised  Statutes  1849,  which  went  into  effect  January  1, 1850. 
"  The  revocation  implied  by  law,"  thus  excepted  out  firom  the 
operation  of  the  prohibitory  clause  of  the  section  by  reason  of 
such  precaution,  manifestly  means  such  as  had  previously 
been  implied  at  common  law.  At  common  law,  the  marriage 
of  a  woman  was  a  revocation  of  her  will  previously  made: 
ForB^s  Casey  2  Coke,  439;  Hodsden  v.  IZoyd,  2  Brown  Ch.  534; 
Doe  V.  SiajHsj  2  Term  Rep.  695.  This  was  put  upon  the 
grounds  of  the  husband's  marital  rights,  the  ambulatory  char- 
acter of  a  will,  and  the  disability  of  the  wife.  Thus  Lord 
Chancellor  Thurlow,  after  considering  the  rights  of  the  hus- 
band over  the  property  of  his  wife,  said:  "  It  is  extremely  clear 
that  no  such  will  made  by  a  feme  covert  cap  bind  after  the 
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maniagO}  beoaiue  it  is  contrary  to  the  nature  of  the  instrtH 
ment|  which  must  be  ambulatory  daring  the  life  of  the  teetar 
trlx;  and  as  by  marriage  she  disables  herself  from  making 
any  other  will,  the  instmment  ceases  to  be  of  that  sort,  and 
mnst  be  yoid":  Hodsden  v.  Uoyd^  gupra, 

Bnt  the  common-law  rule  that  marriage  of  a  woman  revoked 
her  will  previously  made  was  not  without  exceptions.  ThuSi 
where  her  power  of  disposing  of  her  separate  property  after 
marriage  was  preserved  by  an  antenuptial  agreement,  her  will 
previously  made  was  not  revoked  by  such  marriage:  1  Sugden 
on  Powers,  182-190;  Wright  v.  Englefield^  1  Amb.  468;  Rippm 
V.  Dawding,  2  Id.  565;  Rich  v.  BsaumorU^  6  Brown  Pari.  G.  152; 
ChurchiU  v.  Dibben,  2  Eeny.,  pt  2,  p.  82;  Logan  v.  BeU^  60 
Eng.  Com.  L.,  1  Man.,  O.  A  8.  872;  Doe  v.  Bird,  2  Nev.  A  M. 
679;  Dovmes  v.  Timperon^  4  Buss.  384;  Dillon  v.  Oraee,  2 
Schoales  A  L.  456;  Braddish  v.  Oibbsj  8  Johns.  Ch.  523; 
Barnes  v.  /notn,  2  Dall.  199;  1  Yeates,  221;  1  Am.  Dec  278. 

The  power  which  at  common  law  might  thus  be  preserved 
to  a  married  woman  by  marriage  settlement  to  dispose  of  her 
property  during  coverture  has  been  expressly  preserved  to 
married  women  in  this  state  by  statute  ever  since  February  1, 
1850:  Laws  of  1850,  c.  44,  sees.  1-3;  B.  8.  1858,  c.  95;  Id., 
sees.  2340-2343.  This  must  be  qualified  to  the  extent  of  say- 
ing that  she  could  not  dispose  of  her  property  by  last  will  and 
testament,  without  the  consent  of  her  husband,  until  March 
23,  1859:  B.  8.  1849,  sec.  1,  c.  66;  B.  S.  1858,  sec.  1,  c.  97; 
Laws  1859,  sec.  2,  c.  91.  But  since  that  time  she  has  had  the 
absolute  power  of  disposing  of  her  property  in  that  way  without 
his  consent,  and  even  against  his  wish:  B.  8.,  sees.  2277,  2281. 
The  rights  and  powers  thus  secured  to  married  women  by  the 
statutes  remove  every  reason  upon  which  the  common-law  role 
of  revocation  by  such  subsequent  marriage  was  based,  and 
hence  such  rule  by  implication  is  removed  by  the  same  stat- 
utes. The  reason  for  the  rule  having  ceased  to  exist,  the  rale 
itself  also  ceased.  This  is  in  accordance  with  a  well-settled 
maxim  of  the  law.  Begardless  of  that  principle,  it  has  been 
held  in  Massachusetts  that  the  marriage  of  a  woman  revoked 
her  will  previously  made,  notwithstanding  such  statutes:  Swan 
V.  Hammondy  138  Mass.  45;  52  Am.  Bep.  255;  Blodgett  v.  Moore^ 
141  Mass.  75.  Such  ruling  was  based,  apparently,  upon  the 
fact  that  the  statute  there,  as  here,  prescribes  the  modes  of 
revoking  wills,  and  recognises  revocation  implied  by  law.  Bat 
the  old  English  statute  cited  also  prescribed  such  modes  of 


Aug.  1887.]  Will  of  Wabd.  177 

reToldng  wIIIb  without  such  expresB  recognitioiL  It  is  true, 
nevertheless,  such  revocations  were  implied,  notwithstanding, 
among  other  reasons,  for  those  stated  above.  As  observed, 
the  statutes  of  this  state  thns  removing  the  reasons,  to  that 
extent  removed  the  role.  The  fact  that  such  role  at  common 
lavr  was  based  npon  the  husband's  marital  rights,  the  ambula- 
tory character  of  the  will,  and  the  disability  of  the  wife,  seems 
to  be  recognised  in  a  later  case  in  Massachusetts,  where  it  is, 
in  effect,  held  that  revocation  of  a  woman's  prior  will  by  mar« 
lii^e  was  prevented  by  an  antenuptial  agreement  barring 
Buch  rights,  and  removing  such  disability,  and  preserving 
each  powers:  (hgood  v.  Blias^  141  Mass.  474;  65  Am.  Bep.  488. 

To  hold  that  marriage  of  itself  revoked  a  former  will  of  the 
vdfe,  under  the  circumstances  here  presented,  as  above  stated, 
when  the  next  day  after  the  marriage  she  had  power  to  rein- 
state the  same  writing  as  her  last  will  and  testament,  would 
seem  to  be  absurd.  The  conclusions  we  have  reached  are  sup- 
ported by  the  great  weight  of  authority  of  our  sister  states 
under  similar  statutes:  In  re  TuUer^i  WiU^  79  111.  99;  22  Am. 
Bep.  164;  Nayei  v.  SonthwoHhy  66  Mich.  178;  64  Am.  Rep. 
859;  WOb  v.  Jones^  86  N.  J.  Eq.  168;  FeUowi  v.  AUen,  60 
N.  H.  439;  49  Am.  Rep.  829;  HaUt  v.  HoUt,  68  N.  H.  476;  66 
Am.  Rep.  580;  Morton  v.  Onionj  45  Vt.  145;  In  re  Carej^i 
EetaU^  49  Id.  286;  24  Am.  Rep.  183. 

Whether,  in  view  of  our  statutes  making  husband  and  wife 
heir  to  each  other  in  the  absence  of  children,  marriage  of  it- 
self would  revoke  a  former  will  in  favor  of  a  stranger,  as 
seems  to  have  been  held  in  an  early  Illinois  case  qualified  in 
the  above  citation  from  that  state,  we  are  not  here  called 
upon  by  the  facts  to  consider.  We  must  hold  that  the  com- 
num-law  rule  mentioned,  when  applied  to  the  facts  of  this 
ease,  has  by  implication  been  abrogated  by  our  statutes. 

By  the  Gousff.  The  judgment  of  the  oirouit  ooort  is  af- 
firmecL 


MAMMuemowWamMM  QpiBAns  ika  BavocATioBr  or  Wm^  wbbti  8m  the 
noie  to  Yomrfu  Appeal  80  Am.  Deo.  516-|{1S»  wfaore  many  cum  are  died. 

Powns  or  f^^r^rmn  Womah  to  Makx  Wnx:  See  note  to  (hakrv.  Atf- 
kr,  67  Am.  Dee.  SiO,  where  tliia  point  is  oomiderad  4mtB0t§mOk  See  alio 
Khwe  ▼.  AUen,  40  Am.  Bep.  92S,  and  note  829;  8wam  v.  Bammmd,  08  Id. 
SSft.  In  the  last  oaoe  it  is  deoided  that  a  woman's  will  laieveked  vadw  the 
IfaeeailHiBeUB  itatate  by  her  enbeeqnent  maniigeb 
AM.  8r.  Snr.,yoL.  Y.— IS 
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look  out  for  bis  safety  thereoDy  exoept  as  he  was  an  employee 
of  the  company  and  in  its  service  at  the  time.  Otherwise,  be 
was  a  stranger,  intruder,  and  trespasser  upon  the  grounda  of 
the  company,  and  the  company  was  not  charged  with  any 
duty  towards  him  or  such  perscms  at  that  place.  It  follows 
that  if  the  company  was  charged  with  any  liability  to  the 
plaintiff  for  the  negligence  of  its  servants  and  employees,  it  is 
because  he  was  a  co-employee  of  the  company  or  fellow-ser- 
vant with  them.  It  is  the  gravamen  of  the  complaint  that, 
by  custom  having  the  force  of  contract,  the  company  kept 
open,  and  was  bound  to  keep  open,  that  pathway  between  the 
cars  for  the  use  and  convenience  of  the  plaintiff  and  other 
employees  of  the  company  whose  business  it  was  to  do  the 
wiping  and  cleaning  of  the  engines  in  that  round-house  of  the 
company,  in  going  away  from  or  returning  to  their  said  work 
in  the  round-house.  It  is  not  charged  in  the  complaint  that 
by  custom  or  usage  that  pathway  was,  or  was  to  be,  kept  open 
for  the  public  or  strangers  by  the  company  as  a  public  or 
private  way  by  dedication  or  consent  for  their  use  or  conve- 
nience. It  was  solely  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff  as  an  em- 
ployee or  servant,  and  for  other  employees  or  servants  of  the 
company  whose  duties  were  performed  in  that  round-house. 
By  the  complaint,  it  was  a  means  of  egress  or  ingress  from  or 
to  that  round-house,  provided  by  the  company  for  the  exclu- 
sive use  of  the  plaintiff  and  his  co-employees,  as  useful  and 
essential  to  them  as  a  door  or  gateway  to  the  round-house  itself. 
From  these  facts  the  duty  of  the  company  to  keep  open  this 
pathway  for  the  plaintiff,  and  assure  the  safe  use  thereof  to 
the  plaintiff,  is  educed.  The  company  and  those  having 
charge  of  the  train  at  the  time  were  aware  of  this  custom,  and 
had  good  reason  to  suppose  that  this  pathway  or  opening  was 
being  used  at  the  time  by  the  plaintiff,  and  was  left  open  for 
him  on  his  way  to  the  round-house,  and  hence  their  duty  to 
look  out  for  his  safety  therein.  We  therefore  agree  with  the 
plaintiff  that  he  was,  at  the  time  he  was  injured  in  that  path- 
way in  the  opening  between  the  oars,  in  the  employment  of 
the  company. 

This  might  well  end  the  case  so  far  as  the  question  whether 
he  was  then  an  employee  of  the  company  is  concerned;  and 
yet  the  learned  counsel  on  both  sides  saw  fit  to  discuss  the 
question  whether  the  plaintiff  was  really  an  employee  at  the 
time,  and  through  courtesy  we  pass  upon  it  as  a  question  of 
law,  although  in  some  cases  this  question  is  made  one  of  fact 
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fer  the  jury.  The  fieicts  being  admitted  by  the  demurrer,  it 
may  as  well  be  treated  m  a  question  of  law.  We  will  not  en- 
large the  question,  even  to  the  extent  the  argument  of  the 
learned  counsel  seemed  to  carry  it,  but  confine  it  strictly  to 
this  case  on  its  facts.  As  to  what  may  be  the  law  when  an 
employee  of  a  railway  company  is  not  actually  employed,  or 
at  any  intervals  of  actual  labor,  or  going  to  or  from  his  labor 
his  own  way  and  independently  of  the  company,  or  under 
other  circumstances,  is  immaterial  to  this  case.  The  authori- 
ties may  be  in  great  conflict  on  that  qaestion;  but  we  are  not 
aware  that  they  are  in  conflict  on  the  question  presented  bj 
the  facts  of  this  case.  Here  we  have  a  private  pathway  over 
the  grounds  of  the  company,  granted  and  allowed  to  the  plain* 
tiff  and  other  employees  of  the  company  who  worked  in  the 
round-house,  by  usage,  custom,  and  consent,  for  their  ingress 
and  egress  to  and  from  their  work,  kept  open  across  the  track 
of  the  road,  and  which  had  been  worn  and  used  by  himself 
and  others  for  long  time  prior  to  the  injury,  and  that  in  order 
to  reach  the  round-house  it  was  necessary  for  him  to  go  upon 
aaid  pathway  and  to  cross  the  track  of  the  company  at  that 
place.  It  was  the  means,  and  only  means,  of  entrance  and 
exit  to  and  from  their  work  furnished  by  the  company,  and 
the  plaintiff  and  others  had  a  ngjbt  to  its  free  and  uninter- 
rupted use  as  they  always  had;  and  it  was  because  they  were 
the  employees  of  the  company  in  the  round-house  that  they 
had  such  right  and  privilege.  It  was  an  essential  part  and 
ingredient  of  the  plaintiff's  contract  of  employment,  and  in- 
cidental to  it,  as  much  as  any  means  and  facilities  for  his 
labor  in  the  round-house  itself  furnished  by  the  company. 

The  plaintiff,  therefore,  while  enjoying  such  privilege  and 
facility,  or  while  passing  along  that  pathway  and  between  the 
opening  of  the  cars,  was  an  employee  and  servant  of  the  com* 
pany  as  much  as  while  actually  laboring  for  the  company 
in  the  round-house,  and  as  much  within  his  contract  of  em- 
ployment. On  the  other  hand,  there  was,  by  virtue  of  the 
same  contract,  a  corresponding  duty  of  the  company  to  keep 
that  passage-way  open  for  the  plaintiff,  for  he  had  a  right  to 
be  there  as  an  employee  of  the  company  working  in  the 
round-house.  If  the  company  violated  that  duty,  to  the  plain- 
tiff's injury,  by  its  own  act  or  primary  negligence,  its  liability 
to  respond  in  damages  is  absolute  and  unquestionable;  but,  if 
the  plaintiff  has  this  benefit  or  advantage  by  reason  of  his 
relation  to  the  company  as  an  employee,  he  must  also  suffer 
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the  difladvantage,  if  it  be  such,  of  being  remedQeea  agalnel 
the  oompany,  if  his  injury  in  that  relation  was  cansed  by  the 
negligence  of  his  co-employees  or  fellow-senrants.  Bat  thiB 
will  be  considered  hereafter. 

Our  present  concern  is.  Was  he,  when  iqjored,  an  employee 
of  the  company?    The  peculiar  £Etcts  of  this  case,  which  make 
him  such,  appear  to  involve  precisely  the  same  principle  as 
that  class  of  cases  where  the  plaintiff  was  being  carried  on 
his  way  from  and  to  his  place  of  labor  by  the  railroad  com* 
pany,  by  consent,  custom,  or  contract,  and  was  injured  by  the 
negligence  of  other  employees  of  the  company.    This  carriage 
of  the  plaintiff  was  the  means,  fitcility,  and  advantage   to 
which  he  was  entitled  by  reason  of  his  being  an  employee  or 
servant^  which  entered  into  and  became  a  part  of  his  contract 
of  employment,  or  were  incidental  and  necessary  to  it.     In 
GUman  v.  E.  R.  Corp.^  10  AUen,  233,  87  Am.  Dec.  685,  the 
plaintiff  was  a  car-repairer,  and  was  being  carried  on  the  cars 
of  the  company  to  his  home  at  night,  a  distance  of  about  fonr 
miles,  free  of  charge,  by  the  contract    He  was  injured  on  the 
way  by  the  carelessness  of  a  switch-man  of  the  company.     It 
was  held  not  only  that  he  was  an  employee  of  the  company 
at  the  time,  but  a  co-employee  of  the  switch-man,  and  could 
not  recover.    In  OiOsharmon  v.  S.  S.  R  Carp.j  10  Cush.  228, 
the  plaintiff  was  a  laborer  repairing  the  road-bed  several  miles 
from  his  home,  and  was  bdng  carried  on  a  gravel  train  to  his 
work  free,  and  by  the  mere  consent  of  the  company,  and  was 
injured  on  his  way  by  the  esrelessness  of  those  having  charge 
of  the  train.    Dewey,  J.,  says  ia  the  opinion:  ^'If  the  plaintiff 
was,  by  the  contract  of  service,  to  be  carried  to  the  place  of 
his  labor,  then  the  injury  was  received  while  engaged  in  the 
service  for  which  he  was  employed,  and  so  falls  within  the  or- 
dinary cases  of  servants  sustaining  an  injury  from  the  negli- 
gence of  other  servants.    If  it  be  not  properly  inferable  from 
the  evidence  that  the  contract  between  the  parties  actually 
embraced  this  transportation  to  the  place  of  labor,  it  leaves 
the  case  to  stand  as  a  permissive  privilege  granted  to  the 
plaintiff,  of  which  he  availed  himself,  to  facilitate  his  labor 
and  service,  and  is  equally  connected  with  it  and  the  relation 
of  master  and  servant,  and  therefore  furnishes  no  ground  fi>r 
maintaining  this  action."    This' expresses  the  exact  principle 
of  this  case.    The  keeping  open  of  this  pathway  between  the 
cars  was  a  permissive  privilege  (established  by  custom  in  this 
case)  granted  to  the  plaintiff,  of  which  he  availed  himself,  to 
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&cUitate  his  labor  and  Bervioe,  and  is  oonneoted  with  it  and 
the  relation  of  master  and  eervant    In  Sea/very.  B.  A  M.ILR. 
Co^  14  Graji  466,  a  carpenter  employed  to  repair  the  fences,, 
bridges,  etc.,  of  the  company  was  carried  to  hie  work  on  th^ 
train,  and  was  injured  by  the  negligence  of  the  engineer,  or  of 
those  whose  duty  it  was  to  inspect  the  axles  of  the  cars.    It 
was  held  that  he  was  a  servant  of  the  company,  and  a  follow* 
servant  of  the  engineer  and  the  others,  and  conld  not  recovw.. 
The  case  of  Ryan  v.  Chicago  etc.  R.  R.  Co.^  28  Pa.  St  884,. 
is  closely  in  pdnt.    The  plainti£f  was  a  comm<ni  laborer  em* 
ployed  in  digging  and  filling  cars  with  gravel,  eto.    He  lived 
about  tcfor  miles  distant  from  his  principal  wi»k,  and  it  was 
usual  for  him  and  his  fellow-workmen  to  ride  on  a  gravel 
train  to  and  from  their  work,  and  while  being  so  carried  to  hia 
work  he  was  injured  by  the  carelessness  of  those  in  manage- 
ment of  the  train.    It  was  held  that  he  was  a  mere  servant 
of  the  company,  with  the  privilege  of  riding,  as  a  part  of  his 
business  in  the  gravel  train,  which  was  one  of  the  instruments 
of  his  work;  and  that  he  sued  in  his  true  relation,  not  as  a 
passenger,  but  as  a  servant;  and  was  injured  by  the  careless- 
ness of  his  fellow-sorvants,  and  could  not  recover.    In  Tu/nney 
V.  iRdiand  R.  R  Co.,  L.  B.  1  Com.  P.  289,  the  plaintiff  was  a 
laborer  with  others  to  assist  in  loading  a  pick-up  train,  and  it 
was  a  part  of  their  contract  of  service  that  they  should  be 
carried  to  and  from  their  work.    After  his  work  was  done  for 
the  day,  he  was  being  carried  to  the  place  of  his  residence^ 
and  on  the  way  was  injured  by  the  negligence  of  the  man* 
agers  of  the  train;  and  it  was  held  that  he  was  still  a  servant^ 
and  could  not  recover  fer  the  negligence  of  his  fellow-servants;: 
tad  the  case  CHUahanfikon  v.  8.  B.  R.  Corp.,  «tcpm,  is  cited  as 
authority  by  Fidd,  queen's  counsel.    The  case  of  Hijfgin$  v. 
B.  A  8t.  J.  R.  R  Co.y  86  Ma  418,  is  an  extreme  case  in 
&vor  of  this  principle.    The  plaintiff  had  been  employed  aa 
a  brakeman,  but  had  ceased  work  for  a  considerable  time,  but 
had  not  been  paid  off.    He  hailed  a  train  and  took  his  place 
with  other  employees,  and  on  his  way  he  was  injured.    It  was 
held  that  he  was  still  an  employee,  and  that  his  case  did  not 
oome  within  the  statute  relating  to  the  injury  of  passengers. 
In  faniof  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Salmon^  11  Kan.  83,  in  RfmeU  v. 
flttdwn  Bmr  R.  R.  Co.,  17  N.  Y.  184,  in  McQueen  v.  C.  B.  U.  P. 
R.  R.  Co.,  80  Kan.  689,  and  in  Vick  v.  New  York  etc.  R.  R.  Co.^ 
95  N.  Y.  267,  47  Am.  Rep.  86,  the  plaintiff  was  a  laborer,  be- 
ing carried  by  the  company  to  or  from  his  work,  and  was  in- 
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jured  by  the  negligence  of  those  in  charge  of  the  train;  and  it 
was  held  that  they  were  fellow-servants  with  him,  and  that  ha 
could  not  recover:  See  also  Ross  v.  Neuo  York  Central  etc,  R.  IL 
Co.,  6  Hun,  488. 

There  are  many  other  similar  cases,  but  they  need  not  be 
cited,  for  the  principle  is  sufficiently  established.  It  is  quflo- 
tionable  whether  any  case  conflicting  with  these  cases  can  be 
found.  There  are  cases  which  seem  to  conflict  with  them,  but 
they  are  those  in  which  the  facts  show  that  the  plaintiff  was 
a  passenger  paying  fare,  or  from  whom  fare  could  have  been 
exacted.  But  if  perchance  there  are  such  cases,  we  think 
them  unreasonable,  and  are  not  disposed  to  follow  them. 
But,  again,  it  may  be  said  that  the  plaintiff  was  still  an  em- 
ployee because  he  was  attempting  to  use  the  pathway  between 
the  cars  as  the  only  customary  and  convenient  means  of  ac- 
cess to  and  exit  from  the  round-house  which  the  company  had 
provided  and  was  under  obligation  to  keep  open  and  safe  for 
him  and  his  fellow-workmen  when  he  was  injured.  In  Brydon 
V.  Stewart^  2  Macq.  80,  the  plaintiff  was  a  miner,  and  had  quit 
work  in  mutiny;  and  yet  the  master  was  held  bound  to  pro- 
vide his  safe  exit  from  the  mine  as  an  employee  or  servant. 
We  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  when  injured  was 
an  employee  and  servant  of  the  company,  with  all  the  rights 
and  liabilities  implied  by  that  relation. 

2.  Being  an  employee  and  servant  of  the  company  at  the 
time  he  was  injured,  the  next  question  is,  whether  he  was  a 
co-employee  or  fellow-servant  of  those  in  the  management  of 
the  freight  train,  whose  negligence  caused  the  injury.  The 
allegation  of  the  complaint  is,  that  the  company  ^'  caused  the 
cars  to  be  jammed  together  by  one  of  its  locomotives,  without 
warning,"  etc.  Inferentially,  at  least,  the  negligence  was  on 
the  part  of  the  engineer  of  the  train,  who  was  in  charge  of 
said  locomotive.  But,  at  all  events,  those  in  the  management 
of  the  train,  whether  as  engineer,  brakeman,  or  conductor,  or 
one  of  them,  was  guilty  of  the  negligence.  By  virtue  of  that 
custom,  understanding,  or  contract  by  which  the  cars  were  to 
be  kept  open  for  the  passage  between  them  of  the  plaintiff 
and  others  employed  in  the  round-house,  the  plaintiff  was  at 
the  time  placed  in  connection  with  those  in  charge  of  the 
train,  and  was  specially  dependent  upon  their  due  care  and 
prudence  in  keeping  the  train  open  at  that  pathway.  It  was 
the  plaintiff's  business  to  wipe  and  clean  the  engines  and 
prepare  them  for  the  road.    Those  whose  negligence  caused 
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hiB  injury  had  charge  of  such  an  engine,  through  whoee  in- 
■Cmmentality  he  was  injured.  The  business  of  the  plaintiff 
and  that  of  him  or  those  whose  negligence  caused  his  injury 
were  not  very  remote  from  each  other,  or  in  very  different 
grade  or  department.  They  would  seem  to  be  rather  inti- 
mately connected.  Without  discussing  the  rule  that  has  been 
so  many  times  before  this  court,  we  are  satisfied  that  this 
case  falls  clearly  within  the  rule  of  co-employees  or  fellow- 
servants.  All  the  cases  above  cited  to  the  point  that  the 
plaintiff  was  an  employee  held,  also,  that  he  was  a  co-em- 
ployee of  those  in  charge  of  the  train,  and  he  had  nothing  to 
do  with  the  running  of  the  traiu  whatever,  but  was  simply  a 
common  laborer  on  the  track  of  the  road,  or  a  mechanic  mak- 
ing repairs.  The  fact  that  the  plaintiff  and  those  through 
whose  negligence  he  was  injured  are  engaged  in  different  de- 
partments of  the  same  service,  does  not  take  the  case  out  of 
the  rule:  Farwdl  v.  Boston  etc.  R.  R.  Co.j  4  Met.  49;  88  Am. 
Dec.  889;  Fo9Ur  v.  M.  C.  R.  R.  Co.,  14  Minn.  860;  ManviUe  v. 
C.  &  T.  R.  R.  Co.,  11  Ohio  St  417;  Whaalan  v.  M.  R.  &  L.  E. 
R.  R.  Co.y  8  Id.  249;  JBom  v.  New  York  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  6  Hun, 
488;  MeAndrewa  v.  Bums,  89  N.  J.  L.  117;  Wright  v.  New  York 
Central  R.  R.  Co.,  26  N.  Y.  562;  Coon  v.  8.  &  U.  R.  R.  Co.,  6 
Id.  492;  Lehigh  VaUey  Coal  Co.  v.  Jones,  86  Pa.  St  432.  A 
member  of  a  repairing  gang  and  an  engine-driver  are  fellow- 
servants  within  this  rule:  Chicago  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Murphy,  68 
HI.  886;  6  Am.  Bep.  48;  Rohback  v.  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.,  43  Mo. 
187;  a  master  mechanic  and  locomotive  engineer:  Hard  v. 
Vermont  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  32  Vt.  478;  the  brakeman  of  one  train 
and  the  engineer  of  another:  Wright  v.  New  York  Central  R.  R. 
Co.,  supra;  a  watchman  at  a  street-crossing  and  a  switch- 
tender:  Sarnmon  v.  New  York  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  62  N.  Y.  251;  an 
employee  crossing  the  track  on  his  way  to  work  and  the  engine- 
driver  who  backs  the  engine  upon  him:  Keyea  v.  Pennsylvania 
R.  R.  Co.,  1  Bannan's  Sup.  Ct  Dig.  816;  a  car-repairer  and  a 
brakeman:  Nashville  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Foster,  10  Lea,  351;  11  Am. 
A  Eng.  B.  R.  Cas.  180;  a  mechanic  in  the  repair-shop  and  a 
brakeman:  Wonder  v.  Baltimore  etc.  R.  R  Co.,  32  Md.  419;  3 
Am.  Rep.  143;  a  section-hand  and  the  engineer:  Clifford  v.  Old 
Colony  R.  R  Co.,  141  Mass.  564;  Foster  v.  Railway  Co.,  supra; 
CoOins  V.  8t.  Paul  eU.  R.  R.  Co.,  30  Minn.  31;  Boldt  v.  New 
York  CcTUral  R.  R.  Co.,  18  N.  Y.  432;  Blake  v.  Maine  Central 
fi.  R.  Co.,  70  Me.  60;  a  track-man  and  baggage-man:  Moseley 
V.  Chamberlain,  18  Wis.  700;  section-man  and  brakeman: 
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Cooper  y.  M.  A  P.  du  C.  R.  R.  Co.^  23  Id.  668;  a  shoreler  oq 
the  track  and  conductor:  Naylor  v.  Chicago  etc  Ry  Co.j  63  Id. 
661;  Howland  v.  M.y  L.  8.,  &  W.  R.  R.  Co,,  54  Id.  226;  Heine 
V.  Chicago  etc.  Ry  Co.,  58  Id.  525;  brakemen  and  train-men: 
Whitwam  y.W.A  M.R.R.  Co.,  58  Id.  408;  car-repaiier  and 
train-men:  Lwibhe  v.  Chicago  etc.  R  R.  Co.,  63  Id.  91;  53  Am. 
Bep.  266;  a  track-walker  and  fireman:  Schvltz  v.  Chicago  etc. 
Ry  Co.j  67  Wis.  616;  58  Am.  Rep.  881. 

Many  of  these  caaes  are  cited  in  the  brief  of  respond* 
ent's  connael,  and  others  are  found  in  a  note  to  the  case  of 
McLeod  y.  Ginther,  8  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Caa.  162.  To  cite  anj 
more  analogoas  cases  is  unnecessary,  after  so  many  similar 
cases  haye  been  decided  by  this  court  It  is  too  <dear  for  ar- 
gument that  the  plaintiff  and  those  whose  ne^igenoe  caused 
his  injury  were  co-employees  and  feUow-seryuitSy  and  that  the 
complainti  for  thai  reason,  shows  no  cause  of  action  against 
the  company. 

The  last  point,  that  at  least  the  neglig^iee  in  part  ia 
charged  directly  against  the  company  as  the  yiolation  of  an 
absolute  duty  to  keep  that  pathway  open,  and  that  it  was  a 
question  for  the  jury  as  to  whose  ne^gence  caused  the  injury, 
is  not  in  the  case.  On  the  demurrer  to  the  complaint^  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  court  to  decide  whether  the  company  was  di* 
rectly  charged  with  the  negligence,  or  its  employees}  and, 
haying  decided  that  the  complaint  charged  the  xaaaagers  <d 
the  freight  train  with  the  negligence  that  caused  the  plaintiff's 
injury,  it  decided  also  that  such  persons  were  the  fellow- 
seryants  of  the  plaintiff.  We  think  the  county  court  decided 
correctly.  I  must  say  for  myself  that  I  regret  that  such  is  the 
rule;  but  it  has  been  so  long  established  and  so  oftu  re- 
afSrmed  by  this  court  that  it  is  now  protected  by  the  principle 
of  etare  deeieis.  Besides  this,  the  legislature  of  this  state  has 
sanctioned  it  by  repealing  the  statute  which  abrogated  it 

Taylob,  J.,  dissented. 

By  the  Coubt.  The  order  of  the  county  court  is  oflSrmed, 
and  the  cause  remanded  for  further  proceedings  according  to 
law. 


The  gronnd  upon  which  Taylor,  J.,  dissented  was,  thai  the  plaintiff 
not  in  the  employment  of  the  company  when  the  accident  happened,  and  it 
was  argoed  by  him  that  no  case  '*  can  be  found  where  a  coort  has  held  that  an 
employee  was  in  the  sendee  of  his  employer  so  as  to  subject  him  to  the  mla 
that  he  aseunee  the  risk  of  his  employment  and  the  dangers  incident  thereto 
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from  tbe  mroloimoM  of  his  oo-enfloyeaa  wbHa  ebmiii^  to  \Sm  pbno  of 
pkyment  or  retnming  tborefrom,  nnlnw  ho  wm  doing  ooiuider  an  oxproM  or 
impliod  agreement  with  hie  employer  to  oarry  him  to  or  from  hia  pUoe  of 
employment^  and  when  he  was  in  fact  being  bo  carried  npon  the  cara  or  other 
meana  of  tranaportBtion  famished  by  his  employer.  Li  all  the  caaes  I  can 
find  in  which  that  predaa  qnaation  haa  arisen,  the  oonrta  have  bald  that  while 
going  to  and  retnming  from  the  place  of  hia  employment  after  hiadny'a  work 
was  finished  and  before  it  commenced  again  on  the  next  working-day,  he  was 
not  in  tiie  employ  of  the  muter,  and  so  does  not  assnme  the  risk  of  the  care- 
er n^lect  of  the  other  employees  of  the  master.**  The  following 
an  dted  as  iimiritig  the  dootrima  to  the  mle  as  above  indicated,  and 
also  aa  aatiioritiee  eapportiag  the  aame:  Vkk  ▼.  N,  T,  C.  ^  H*  R.  B,  Oo,^ 
96  K.  Y.  267,  270;  47  Am.  Rep.  86;  RuueU  t.  HtidMM  iZ.  &  Ox,  17  K.  Y. 
134;  GUbhannM  ▼.  8.  B,  R,  Cwp,  10  Cnsh.  228;  Swoer  ▼.  B.  ^  Jf.  B. 
Cb.,  HChray,  466;  KanmnB  Pacific  B.  B.  Co,  ▼.  Sabnon,  11  Kan.  88;  MtQueen 
T.  a  B.  U.  P.B.OfK,  89  Id.  6W;  HIggku  t.  H.S  Si.  J.  B.  Ok,  86  Mo. 
488;  BaM  t.  Pttm,  70  Pa.  Bt.  477,  488;  BaU.  ik  0.  B.  B.  Co.  r.  SUtk,  88 
Hd.  642;  666;  AIM  t.  fT.  if.  iZ.  Cb.,  63  Id.  488,  441;  Sroderfefc  t.  D.  U. 
Dtfol  Co.,  66  llich.  261,  267,  268;  66  Am.  Rep.  882;  HutMnmm  t.  N.  T.  S 
B.  B.  Co.,  6  bg.  R.  R.  Cas.  680^  688;  O'DomMY.  A.  V.  B.  Co.,  S»  T^l.  81 
280;  Oa  Am.  Dec;  886}  BmM  t.  ff.  B.  B.  C6,,  6  Bner,  89,  and  ezplaimng 
BrjtUm  r,  gfcwjif,  2Mae^  80. 

Wro  abb  AH9  jam  bot  InaowHBKRABni  Tknmif  t.  Jffciawyeto  sie. 
B.  B.  Co.,  63 Am.  Rsp.  86,  aadnete46;  netetoiWT.  CmtralPae^B.  A 
Co.,  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  81-38.  In  the  latter  note  ia  dted  the  oaae  of  Kqfes  t« 
Bailwa^  Co.,  1  Bannan'a  Snp.  Ot  Dig.  816^  where  it  ia  held  that  an  employee 
who  csoasee  the  traek  is  going  to  worit  11  a  oo-employee  witli  tile  engine-driTcr 
who  baekatiie  tram  npoQfainL  Im  Oikmu  r.  Matiem  B.  B.  Ckf  87  Am.  Dea 
686^  and  FUt.  J^eis  Tedfc  tU.  B.  B.  Qk^  41  Am.  B^  86^.ift  wm  held  thai 
an  em^oyee^  while  oarried  to  and  from  work  ob  the  enq^iqrer%  tniin»  ia  a 
eo-employee  witii  the  engineer  of  the  tcain. 


Clabk  v.  Chioago  akd  Nobthwbstibn  B't  Go. 

pD  Wflooamnr,  fin.] 

OwifffjmiT  ABjaam  Pvbsio  NmajaiOB,  to ftmn  basiaof  aetka,  amalaUsge 
a  w>ffoial  daBMtfe  pocHilisr  to  the  pJaiBtrffj,  and  reoQlting  from  an  iojniy 
of  a  diflerent  ohaiaoter  from  that  avflEsred  by  the  rest  of  the  pablie;  not 
mnet  the  damages  alleged  rest  entirely  in  contemplation. 

A  0iiiBiiAi»  demuirer  to  the  oomplaint  was  Bostaiiiedy  and 
from  the  order  thereon  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

ifoiM  HoopeTy  for  the  appellant 

JefMfiBf  WinUeTf  and  SmUh^  for  the  respondent. 

Lyon,  J.    One  who  suBtaing  special  damage  peculiar  to 
himself,  either  in  person  or  in  property,  from  a  public  nni* 


188  Clabk  V,  CmcAoo  btc.  R't  Co.      [Wisoonsiiiy 

eance,  whether  such  damage  be  direct  or  consequential,  may 
recover  the  same  of  the  person  or  corporation  creating  or  main- 
taining such  nuisance.  But  it  is  essential  to  a  recovery  in 
such  case  that  the  plaintiff  prove  the  damages  are  special  to 
himself;  that  is,  that  they  result  from  an  injury  of  a  different 
character  from  the  injury  suffered  by  the  rest  of  the  public, 
and  not  a  part  of  the  common  injury  caused  by  the  nuisance. 
^'  It  is  not  enough/'  says  Mr.  Wood,  in  his  treatise  on  nui- 
sance, '*  that  he  has  sustained  more  damage  than  another;  it 
must  be  of  a  different  character,  special  and  apart  from  that 
which  the  public  in  general  sustains,  and  not  such  as  is  com- 
mon to  every  person  who  exercises  the  right  that  is  injui^.'' 
The  above  proposition  is  well-settled  law:  See  Wood  on  Nui- 
sance, sec.  646,  and  cases  cited  in  notes. 

It  is  sometimes  difficult  to  determine,  under  the  above  rule, 
whether  an  alleged  injury  to  an  individual,  caused  by  a  com- 
mon nuisance,  is  or  is  not  of  a  kind  that  gives  him  a  private 
action  to  recover  damages  therefor.  To  aid  in  determining 
that  question,  other  rules  have  been  laid  down  by  the  courts 
and  text-writers,  one  of  which  is,  that  a  distinction  must  be 
made  between  actual  present  damages  and  those  which  rest  in 
contemplation.  While  in  a  proper  case  the  former  may  be  re- 
covered in  a  private  action,  the  latter  cannot:  Wood  on  Nui- 
sance, sec.  669.  A  man  may  desire  to  do  any  given  thing,  and 
may  be  able  to  show  that  he  would  have  saved  a  certain  sum 
of  money  could  he  have  performed  the  desired  act.  In  one 
sense  he  has  suffered  damage  because  of  such  inability.  This, 
however,  is  purely  contemplative  damage.  But  when  he  en- 
deavors to  do  an  act  and  fiedls,  and  suffers  loss  thereby,  this 
may  be  actual,  present  damage,  within  the  above  rule.  Under 
this  rule,  a  mere  obstruction  to  a  highway  on  which  a  person 
desires  to  travel,  but  who  makes  no  attempt  to  do  so,  although 
it  exposes  him  to  inconvenience  and  loss,  is  not  ground  for  a 
private  action  for  damages.  Such  damages  rest  in  contempla- 
tion, within  the  meaning  of  the  rule. 

It  is  believed  that  every  case  in  this  court  in  which  private 
actions  for  damages  resulting  from  common  nuisances,  or  for 
injunctions  to  restrain  their  erection,  have  been  sustained, 
comes  fairly  within  the  rule  first  above  stated,  and  that  none 
of  them  trench  upon  the  rule  last  stated;  that  is  to  say, 
in  each  case  actual,  present  damages,  special  and  peculiar  to 
the  plaintiff,  were  proved.  Thus  the  alleged  nuisance  in  TPoI- 
ier  V.  Shepardsanj  2  Wis.  384,  60  Am.  Dec.  423,  greatly  im- 
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the  value  and  lawfbl  iise  by  the  complamant  of  his 
wharf.  In  Barnes  v.  Bacinty  4  Wie.  454,  it  interfered  with  the 
convenient  use  of  the  plainti£f'B  lots,  wharfs,  ship-yards,  and 
millSy  and  impaired  their  value.  In  Williams  v.  Smithy  22  Id. 
594,  it  cut  off  (or  would  have  done  so)  the  only  way  of  access 
to  the  premises  of  plaintiffs.  In  Enos  v.  HamUUm,  27  Id.  256, 
it  shut  off  access  to  plaintiff's  mill,  and  deprived  him  of  the 
use  thereof,  and  prevented  him  from  seasonably  stocking  it  for 
future  work.  In  WiteonHn  River  Imp.  Co.  v.  Lyons^  80  Id.  61, 
it  caused  a  loss  to  the  plaintiff  of  six  hundred  dollars  in  tolls. 
In  Chreene  v.  Nunnemacher^  86  Id.  50,  it  drove  customers  from 
the  plaintiff's  saloon  and  tavern,  diminished  his  profits,  and 
injured  the  health  of  himself  and  family.  And  in  Oaiee  v.  N. 
P.  R.  R.  Co.y  64  Id.  64,  it  stopped  or  delayed  the  boats  and 
rafts  of  the  plaintiff  in  their  actual  passage  down  a  navigable 
river,  to  his  great  damage. 

The  complaint  in  this  action  contains  no  averments  bring- 
ing it  within  either  of  the  above  cases,  nor,  it  is  believed, 
within  any  other  case  ever  decided  by  this  court  The  com- 
plaint herein  aUeges  that  the  plaintiff  owns  a  steam-yacht^ 
upon  which  he  desires  to  travel  daily  and  carry  passengers 
between  Neenah  and  Appleton;  that  in  his  business  of  a  man- 
ufacturer he  is  largely  interested  in  transporting  freight  up 
and  down  the  Fox  River,  past  the  point  where  defendant's 
bridge  is  located,  and  would  transport  such  freight  by  river 
but  for  the  bridge;  but  now,  boat,  passengers,  and  freight  have 
to  take  a  circuitous  route  by  reason  of  the  bridge.  The  com- 
plaint tails  to  state  where  the  plaintiff's  business  is  carried 
on,  or  that  he  owns  any  property  affected  by  the  alleged 
nuisance,  or  that  he  has  ever  made  any  attempt  to  pass  the 
bridge,  or  that  he  has  any  riparian  rights  affected  by  it.  The 
whole  substance  of  the  complaint  is,  that  the  plaintiff  desires 
to  navigate  the  Fox  River  where  the  bridge  stands,  with  his 
yacht,  and  to  transport  passengers  and  freight  up  and  down 
the  river  at  that  point,  but  cannot  do  so  because  of  the  bridge, 
and  is  compelled  to  take  a  longer  route  to  reach  desired 
points.  If  there  is  any  element  of  special  damage  alleged  in 
the  complaint, — damage  not  suffered  by  the  whole  public 
who  navigate  or  may  desire  to  navigate  Fox  River  between 
the  same  points,  —  we  have  failed  to  discover  it.  Moreover, 
the  damages  alleged  rest  entirely  in  contemplation,  within  the 
rule  above  stated. 

We  are  satisfied  that  the  complaint  fails  to  state  a  cause  of 
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actioQ  finr  private  damages^  and  henoe  that  the  eirooit  oourl 
properly  sostained  the  demurrer  thereta 
By  the  Goukt.    Order  aflSrmed. 


Damaoi  wobt  bb  SntouL  jjid  PacvTUAa  to  Pneon  10  Brablb  Hot  ro 
Maixtazn  AcnoN  loa  Common  Nuibanoi:  SroiM  t.  ITolmi,  74  Am.  Daa 
482,  and  note  484;  and  sae  a]ao»  to  aabatantiidly  tha  aame  effiwt^  notato  ^.  €L 
B.  B.  Co,  T.  Moort  and  PhOpoi,  78  Id.  786.  And  aaa iVtoT.  Ortm,  4  Am. 
St  Bap.  601,  and  nota. 


SOHWBIOKHABT   V.   StUBWB. 

tn  WnOOMDI,  LJ 

If  Ouuiitmmjilaim  Seatib  Faotb  iMck  would  oooatitata  ■mflliiBBlIm 

of  aotion  \mt  it  ia  indaAnibe  and  moioartatn  aa  to  the  aaMMmt  of  ilamafliM 
anatainad,  ita  def  acta  ahonld  be  taken  advantage  of  by  motua  that  it  be 
made  more  definite  and  oertain,  and  not  by  demmrer. 

CouBTBBOLADC.— In  AonoN  ON  OoNTBAOT  foT  fonuBlung  boilding-atoiia^ 
a  eonnterdaim  for  damagea  for  delay  m  fninialiing  the  matenal,  whioh 
atataa  that  dalandant  wma  ready  and  willing  to  reeoiva  the  aam%  and 
otherwiae  atatea  a  good  affiimatire  oanaa  of  aotum,  need  not  aver  thBt 
he  waa  ready  to  pay  for  the  atone,  aa  hia  oontraot  ti  anffieient  aa  to  hia 
liability  and  plaintiff 'a  payment  on  deUrery. 

Ix».  — In  Action  on  Contract  to  fmniah  bnildingHirtone^  defendant  may 
ooontardaim  for  damagea  lor  delay  in  daliTering  and  fuhiM  to  deliver  a 
part  of  each  atone,  though  ha  received  that  deUverad  without  objeotio^ 
and  need  it  ao  that  it  oonld  not  be  retomed. 

Fiebing  and  KiUUeaj  for  the  appellant 
Stark  and  Sutherland^  for  the  respondents. 

Obton,  J.  The  respondents  were  engaged  in  qnanying  and 
dealing  in  bnilding-stone.  The  appellant  had  contracted  to 
boild  a  connty  jail  for  Milwaukee  County.  The  respondents 
agreed  to  deUver  to  the  appellant,  in  the  city  of  Milwaukee, 
*'all  the  bnilding-stone  needed  or  required  by  [him]  in  or 
about  the  erection  or  construction  of  said  jail  building, 
promptly  and  punctually,  whenever  [he]  might  want  the 
same  for  such  purpose,  and  without  any  delay  on  their  part," 
at  certain  agreed  rates.  This  action  is  for  the  recovery  of  the 
balance  unpaid  for  the  delivery  of  said  stone.  The  appellant 
answered,  among  other  things,  by  way  of  counterclaim,  *^  that 
said  plaintiffs  have  neglected  and  iiailed  to  perform  said  agree- 
ment on  their  part,  in  that  they  did  not  furnish  and  deliver 
such  stone  promptly  and  punctually  when  the  same  was 
wanted  and  needed  by  this  defendant  for  such  purpose,  as 
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they  had  agreed  and  bound  tbemaelvefl  to  do,  but  eompeUed 
him  to  wait  for  such  Btone  for  an  nnreaaonably  long  time  after 
they  had  been  requested  and  ordered  by  this  defendant  to 
daliver  Che  same;  that  this  defendant,  at  said  timee,  as  the 
plaintiffs  well  knew,  was  at  work  upon  such  building  with  a 
large  number  of  men,  and  that  by  reason  of  such  failure, 
fault,  and  neglect  on  part  of  said  plaintiffii  in  not  delivering 
flDch  stone  promptly  and  punctually,  as  they  had  so  bound 
tbemselves  and  agreed  to  do,  this  defendant  was  actually  and 
necessarily  hindered  and  delayed  in  executing  and  completing 
such  work,  and  by  reason  of  said  premises  suffered  and  sus- 
tained great  loss  of  time,  ....  and  necessarily  incurred  an 
expense  of  about  four  hundred  dollars,  in  that  he  was  com- 
pelled to  and  actually  did  procure  and  purchase  such  stone 
eleewhere,  all  of  which  to  the  great  damage  of  this  defendant, 
tor  which  be  claims  the  sum  of  four  hundred  dollars."  The 
defendant  prays  that  the  plaintiffs'  complaint  be  dismissed, 
and  ibr  judgment  against  the  plaintiffs  upon  his  counterclaim 
for  four  hundred  dollars  and  costs.  The  plaintiffis  replied  to 
aaid  counterclaim  that  they  did  deliver  such  stone  as  agreed, 
and  that  the  same  was  received  by  said  defendant  without 
objection.  On  the  trial,  the  respondents  objected  to  any  evi- 
dence of  said  counterclaim,  '^because  it  does  not  state  facts 
Bofficient  to  constitute  a  counterclaim,"  and  the  court  sus- 
tained said  objection,  and  directed  the  jury  to  render  a  verdict 
tor  the  plaintiffs  for  the  amount  of  their  claim.  On  this 
appeal,  the  alleged  error  of  sustaining  the  objection  to  any 
evidence  of  said  counterclaim  is  the  main  ground  urged  for 
the  reversal  of  the  judgment,  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  con- 
aider  any  other.  Those  parts  of  the  axuswer  pertinent  to  this 
question  have  only  been  quoted.  To  sustain  this  ruling  of  the 
court,  the  respondents'  counsel  contends: — 

1.  That  the  counterclaim  as  to  the  breach  and  damages 
incurred  thereby  is  too  indefinite  to  constitute  a  subetantive 
cause  of  action,  and  that  it  should  allege  with  distinctness 
the  nature  of  the  damages  sustained,  and  the  definite  dam- 
ages sustained.  In  view  of  the  well-established  rule,  that  on 
a  demurrer  ore  ienma  the  pleading  should  be  liberally  con- 
strued, we  think  that  this  counterclaim  states  the  main  facts 
which  would  constitute  an  affirmative  cause  of  action.  It 
states  that  by  the  unreasonable  delay  the  defendant  suffered 
damages  in  the  sum  of  four  hundred  dollars,  by  loss  of  time 
and  expenses.    The  building  was  delayed  by  it,  and  the  de- 
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fendant  had  many  hands  employed,  and  that  he  was  compelled 
to  procure  stone  elsewhere,  etc.  If,  as  to  these  facts,  the 
connterclaim  is  too  indefinite  and  uncertain,  the  remedy  is 
pointed  out  by  the  statute.  A  motion  may  be  made  to  com* 
pel  the  defendant  to  make  it  more  definite  and  certain:  B.  8.» 
sec.  2683. 

2.  That  the  counterclaim  ought  to  state  that  the  defiandant 
was  ready  and  willing  to  receive  the  stone  at  the  proper  time 
and  to  pay  for  the  same.  As  to  his  being  ready  to  receive  the 
same,  the  defendant  alleges  that  he  particularly  requested 
and  ordered  the  delivery  of  the  stone  under  the  contract;  and 
as  to  his  being  ready  to  pay  for  the  same,  his  contract  is  sofiS- 
cient  as  to  his  liabiUty  and  the  plaintiffs'  security  for  payment 
on  delivery. 

8.  The  third  contention  is  the  main  one, — that  the  answer 
shows  that  the  defendant  received  the  stone  without  objection 
and  had  used  them,  so  that  they  could  not  be  returned;  and  that 
therefore  he  could  not  counterclaim  for  damages  for  the  delay. 
That  which  was  recoupment  in  New  York  and  some  other 
states  before  the  codes  is  now  a  counterclaim  under  the  stat- 
ute: 1.  *'A  cause  of  action  arising  out  of  the  contract  or  trans- 
action set  forth  in  the  complaint  as  the  foundation  of  the 
plaintiff's  claim,  or  connected  with  the  subject  of  the  action  ": 
R.  S.,  sec.  2666.  The  doctrine  of  recoupment  would  seem 
to  be  most  applicable  to  just  such  a  case  as  this:  "  The  right 
of  the  defendant  in  the  same  action  to  claim  damages  from 
the  plaintiff,  either  because  he  has  not  complied  with  some 
cross-obligation  of  the  contract  upon  which  he  sues,  or  because 
he  has  violated  some  duty  which  the  law  imposed  upon  him 
in  the  making  or  performance  of  the  contract ":  McAllister  v. 
Reabj  4  Wend.  488;  MeAUister  v.  Beabj  8  Id.  109;  Mayor  v. 
Mabie,  18  N.  Y.  151;  Eppeiiy  v.  Bailey,  3  Ind.  72;  Sobertean 
V.  DavenpoH,  27  Ala.  574;  Wheat  v.  Doteon^  12  Ark.  699;  Culver 
V.  Blake,  6  B.  Mon.  528;  Ward  v.  Feliera,  3  Mich.  281;  Hig- 
gins  V.  Lee,  16  111.  495.  But  there  was  a  limitation  to  recoup- 
ment which  does  not  exist  in  the  statutory  counterclaim  in  this 
class  of  cases.  The  damages  were  limited  to  defeat  the  plain- 
tiff's  claim,  and  for  no  excess,  and  no  action  could  be  brought 
for  the  excess.  At  least  it  was  so  held  in  many  of  the  states. 
The  very  nature  of  recoupment  was  such  that,  aside  from  it, 
the  plaintiff  might  be  entitied  to  recover;  but  against  such  re- 
covery, the  defendant  might  recoup  his  damages  on  account 
of  the  plaintiff's  violation  of  the  contract.    It  is  peculiarly  ap- 
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plicable  to  that  class  of  cases  where  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to 
deliver  certain  material  necessary  to  some  work  or  engagement 
of  the  defendant,  and  which  he  well  knows  he  must  receive 
even  long  after  the  time  fixed  by  the  contract,  or  suffer  far 
greater  damages  than  by  the  mere  delay  of  delivery.  In  such 
a  case,  the  plaintiff  may  be  entitled  to  recover  on  the  ground 
that  the  defendant  had  received  and  used  the  material,  and 
the  defendant  be  entitled  to  recoup  his  damages  suffered  by 
the  delay  or  any  other  violation  of  the  contract  by  the  plain* 
tiff,  to  the  extent  of  the  plaintiff's  claim.  The  substitution  of 
the  statutory  counterclaim  in  such  cases  does  not  change  its 
nature  in  these  respects.  This  doctrine  has  been  so  long  estab* 
lished  in  this  state,  we  need  not  go  to  other  states  for  author- 
ity. 

In  Oetiy  v.  Bountree^  2  Finn.  379, 64  Am.  Dec.  188,  the  plain* 
tiff,  as  the  manufacturer,  contracted  to  deliver  to  the  defend- 
ant a  pump  designed  to  exhaust  water  fi-om  a  mine,  and  there 
was  an  implied  warranty  that  it  would  answer  the  purpose 
for  which  it  was  intended;  the  defendant  received  and  used  the 
pump,  and  in  an  action  for  its  price  he  was  allowed  to  reduce 
it  by  his  damages  for  its  failure  to  work  well  by  reason  of  its 
improper  construction.  The  court  says:  "To  return  it  and  re- 
sort to  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  their  money  paid  would 
have  been  but  adding  to  their  losses."  The  case  of  Fisk  v. 
Tank,  12  Wis.  276,  78  Am.  Dec.  737,  was  decided  upon  the  au- 
thority of  the  above  case,  and  is  especially  applicable  to  this 
case.  That  was  an  action  for  breach  of  a  contract  to  make 
and  set  up  on  a  steamboat,  engines,  etc.,  suitable  for  propel- 
ling the  same,  and  for  damages  by  delay  and  defective  con- 
struction.   The  engine  was  received  and  used. 

One  of  the  points  made  by  the  counsel  in  that  case  was, 
that  "  the  machinery  was  accepted  and  reduced  to  use  by  the 
plaintiff  without  any  sufficient  notice  that  he  would  claim 
damages."  That  is  the  main  point  made  by  the  respondent's 
counsel  in  this  case.  After  that  case,  the  doctrine  ought  to 
have  been  treated  as  settied  for  this  state,  for  the  arguments 
and  opinion  are  very  fiill  and  elaborate.  This  doctrine  is 
equally  favorable  to  the  vendor,  for  where  the  contract  is  ap- 
portionable,  as  in  this  case,  and  after  the  delivery  of  part  and 
on  &ilure  to  deliver  the  whole,  he  may  sue  for  the  contract 
price  of  that  already  delivered,  and  the  defendant  may  counter- 
claim his  damages  against  the  plaintiff's  claim  for  the  violation 
of  the  contract  in  not  delivering  the  whole:  Qoodwin  v.  Merrill^ 

▲If.  Sr.  Bbp.»  Vol..  V. — IB 
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18  Wis.  669.  In  Eetchum  ▼.  WM»j  19  Id.  84,  the  eontraci  was 
to  deliver  stave  bolts  to  the  defendaDts,  to  be  nmnufactored 
into  barrels.  Those  received  and  need  were  not  of  good  qnaUty, 
and  the  defendant  was  allowed  to  coonterolaim  his  damages 
against  the  price  of  those  delivered.  The  cases  in  this  court 
cited  by  the  learned  ooonsel  of  the  respondents  to  this  point 
are  not  applicable  to  such  a  case.  The  plainti£b  knew  for 
what  purpose  the  stone  the j  were  to  deliver  was  to  be  used,  and 
are  presumed  to  have  known  the  consequ^ices  of  the  delay. 
This  case  is  a  strong  one  for  the  application  of  this  doctrine. 
The  defendant  was  compelled  to  receive  the  stone,  although 
out  of  time,  or  suffer  still  greater  loss.  The  obgeetiim  to  any 
«vidence  under  the  counterclaim  ought  to  have  been  overruled, 
for  the  counterclaim  was  clearly  sufficient. 

By  the  Court.  The  judgment  of  the  county  court  is  r^ 
versed,  and  the  cause  is  remanded  to  the  superior  court  of 
Milwaukee  County  for  a  new  trial. 


DiMAOis  lOB  FiiLUBS  TO  SsKnm  or  lor  delay  in  eneontiitg  a  oontiaol 
at  tho  time  sttpiilated  may  bo  reooapod  in  an  aofcion  to  reoo?w  tbo  oontcact 
frioo:  Aliboir.  OofcA,  71  Am.  Doe.  636^  and  note  644;  CXrtflii  v.  Cofcor,  SO  Id. 

HI 

OooirasBaLADf  is  tmm  SuBjior  or  ▲  Nora  to  Woodnfr.  Oamir^  SO  Am. 
Deo.  482-480. 


Gbben  u  Batson. 

[71  WxBOoimx,  64] 
FaaoL  BfiDiirGi  or  WAxa^iiTT  OuTsn>s  or  Dud.  ^Dameaea  aoerains 
from  fareaoh  of  wartauty  of  the  quality  of  land  oonv^yod  hy  dead  may 
bo  pnMTod  by  pifol,  to  defeat  an  action  on  anote  for  a  portion  of  tbapnr- 
ohaee  prioe,  and  this,  though  tho  deed  oonfeains  only  tha  ofdjaaiy  and 
nanal  oovenants*  and  the  covenant  aa  to  quality  ia  not  in  writiQg. 

BwmU  and  Dimlop,  and  Oearge  E.  Suiherlandf  for  the  ap- 
pellant 

Waring^  Eiehitaedtj  and  Nisiemy  for  the  respondent. 

Orton,  J.  This  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  unpaid 
balance  of  a  four-hundred-doUar  note,  given  by  the  defend- 
ants to  the  plaintiff  as  the  difference  on  an  ezchange  or  trade 
of  lands.  The  defense  was,  that  the  plaintiff,  aa  an  in- 
ducement to  the  trade,  represented,  stated,  and  warranted  to 
the  defendantSi  immediately  before  said  sale^  thai  part  of 
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flaid  land — being  about  forty  acres — was  and  were  good  hay 
meadow;  that  said  lands  were  then  covered  with  snow,  so  that 
tbey  could  not  be  examined  so  as  to  ascertain  their  character 
in  that  respect,  and  the  defendant  did  not  know  of  their  char- 
acter as  hay  meadow  or  otherwise,  except  what  the  plaintiff 
had  so  told,  represented,  and  warranted,  and  that  it  was  im« 
possible  for  him  then  to  see  or  know  that  the  plaintiff's  state- 
ments,  representations,  and  warranty  were  false  and  not  true; 
and  that,  putting  faith,  confidence,  and  reliance  in  and  upon 
such  statements,  representations,  and  warranty,  and  belicTing 
the  same  to  be  true,  the  defendants  made  the  said  trade  or 
exchange  and  gave  the  said  notes  as  the  supposed  difference 
between  the  value  of  said  tracts  of  land;  that  in  fact  and 
truth  said  lands  were  not  as  they  were  so  stated,  represented, 
and  warranted  to  be,  and  that  not  more  than  fifteen  acres  of 
said  land  were  good  hay  meadow,  or  would  produce  or  raise 
good  hay,  but  were  nearly  or  wholly  worthless,  and  of  much  less 
Talue  than  they  would  have  been  if  they  had  been  as  so  stated, 
repres^ited,  and  warranted,  and  were  worth  $250  less  than 
they  would  have  been  had  they  been  as  so  stated,  represented, 
and  warranted;  and  that  the  defendants  were  thereby  damaged 
in  said  sum  of  $250^  which  they  recouped  against  the  plain- 
tiff's claim;  and  no  judgment  for  any  excess  is  demanded. 
On  tiie  trial  the  defendants  made  numy  attempts  and  asked 
many  questions  to  prove  the  said  false  statements,  represen- 
tations, and  warranty  set  forth  in  their  answer;  but  on  ob- 
jection,— 1.  That  it  is  parol  evidence  in  regard  to  the  sale 
of  land;  and  2.  That  it  appears  in  the  deed  there  are 
several  warranties,  and  you  cannot  add  other  warranties  by 
parol, —  the  court  ruled  oat  all  of  such  evidence,  and»  on  mo- 
tion, directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  whole  amount 
of  his  claim.  From  the  judgment  entered  upon  said  verdict 
this  appeal  is  taken. 

If  this  defense  may  be  proved  by  parol,  then  there  is  no 
question  bat  what  it  constitutes'  recoupment,-^'' the  right 
of  the  defiradant^  in  the  same  action,  to  claim  damages  from 
the  plaintiff,  either  because  he  haa  net  complied  with  some 
cross-obligation  of  the  contract  upon  which  he  sues,  or  because 
he  has  violated  some  duty  which  ilie  law  imposed  upon  him  in 
the  making  or  performance  of  that  contract ":  Sekweickhart  v. 
Stuewe,  71  Wis.  1  [anUy  p.  190].  The  question,  therefore,  pre- 
Bented  by  the  numerous  exceptions  is  narrowed  down  to  this: 
Umy  the  damages  aooruing  to  the  defandants  fiom  the  breach 
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of  the  plaintiff 's  warranty  of  the  quality  of  the  land  conveyed  to 
the  defendants,  by  deed  in  this  exchange  of  land,  be  proved  by 
parol  to  defeat  the  plaintiff's  claim?  The  circuit  court  held 
that  they  could  not.  The  ground  assumed  by  the  learned 
counsel  of  the  respondent  is,  that  the  deed  contained  all  the 
covenants  which  could  be  proved;  and  the  contract  of  the 
parties  being  in  writing,  parol  evidence  could  not  be  given  to 
alter,  vary,  change,  or  add  to  it.  As  a  general  rule,  when  the 
contract  of  the  parties  is  reduced  to  writing  and  is  apparently 
complete,  the  written  instrument  is  supposed  to  contain  the 
whole  contract,  and  it  cannot  be  varied  by  parol.  This  per- 
haps is  the  universal  rule  in  respect  to  contracts  relating  to 
personal  property.  But  contracts  in  respect  to  the  sale  and 
conveyance  of  land  form  an  exception  to  this  general  and 
salutiury  rule.  It  might  be  more  proper  to  say  that  such  con- 
tracts do  not  come  within  the  general  rule.  Preceding  the 
conveyance,  there  is,  of  course,  always  an  agreement  of  sale. 
The  deed  may  contain  a  very  small  part  of  such  contract. 
The  deed  is  made  only  in  execution  of  the  contract  It  does 
not  attempt  to  state  the  entire  agreement  in  respect  to  the 
subject-matter,  but  is  merely  adapted  to  transfer  the  title  in 
part  execution  of  the  contract,  and  is  manifestly  incomplete. 
Deeds  are  supposed  to  contain  only  the  ordinary  covenants  of 
title,  and  seldom,  if  ever,  contain  a  covenant  of  warranty  in 
respect  to  the  quality  of  the  land.  This  deed  is  in  the  ordi- 
nary  form,  and  contains  only  the  ordinary  covenants.  There- 
fore an  agreement  or  covenant  of  warranty  as  to  the  quality 
of  the  land,  and  as  to  many  other  things  which  were  a  part 
of  the  prior  or  contemporaneous  agreement  of  sale,  may  be 
shown  by  parol.  Such  evidence  does  not  affect  the  deed  or 
change  it  in  any  respect. 

This  court  has  recognized  this  exception  in  respect  to  deeds 
of  conveyance  in  Hdhn  v.  DoolitUe^  18  Wis.  196;  76  Am.  Dec. 
757;  and  in  Hvbbard  v.  Marshall,  50  Wis.  826.  This  is  the 
general  doctrine  of  the  courts  of  this  country:  Wood  on  Pre- 
sumptive Evidence,  5690;  2  Wharton  on  Evidence,  sec.  1026; 
Chapin  v.  Dob$on,  78  N.  Y.  74;  84  Am.  Rep.  512.  The  doc- 
trine is  well  expressed  in  Miller  v.  Fiehtiiom^  81  Pa.  St.  260: 
"A  conveyance  of  land  may  be  complete  for  its  purpose, 
which  is  to  declare  and  prove  the  fact  of  conveyance;  yet  very 
naturally  and  commonly  it  is  but  a  part  execution  of  a  prior 
contract,  and  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  the  true 
oonsideration  for  which  it  was  given,  and  all  other  parts  of  the 
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transaction,  provided  the  fact  of  conveyance  be  not  affected 
by  it":  Carr  v.  Dooley,  119  Mass.  294;  MeCcrmiek  v.  CJieevers^ 
124  Id.  262.  In  Ludehe  v.  Sutherland,  87  111.  481,  29  Am. 
Bep.  66,  the  sale  and  the  conveyance  were  for  140  acres  of 
land,  and,  as  a  part  of  the  agreement  of  sale,  if  on  a  resurvey 
the  tract  should  contain  more  than  140  acres,  the  grantee  was 
to  pay  for  it  at  the  same  rate,  and  if  less,  the  grantor  should 
restore  the  excess  paid  or  promised.  This  agreement  was 
allowed  to  be  proved  by  parol,  and  such  excess  was  recouped 
against  the  note  of  the  grantee  in  suit.  In  Buzzell  v.  WUlard, 
44  Yt.  44,  it  was  part  of  the  contract  of  sale  that  the  grantor 
should  put  a  wheel  into  the  mill.  It  was  allowed  to  be  proved 
by  parol:  See  also  Ingersoll  v.  Truebody,  40  Cal.  603;  Kings* 
bury  V.  MoseSj  45  N.  H.  223.  It  is  useless  to  prolong  the  cita- 
tion of  authorities  beyond  the  above,  which  were  furnished  by 
the  counsel  of  the  appellant.  This  doctrine  is  not  shaken  or 
even  affected  by  the  authorities  in  the  brief  of  the  respond- 
ent's counsel.  They  relate  to  agreements  which  are  supposed 
to  be  wholly  reduced  to  writing,  and  in  respect  to  personal 
property  and  other  transactions. 

By  the  Court.    The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  re- 
Tersed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  a  new  trial. 


Vabol  Bvn>KirGi^  wmor  Admibbibub  to  Show  WAULAirrr  Oursnm  of 
CoBTBACT.  — Kg  rule  of  law  is  better  letUed  or  more  fimilj  eetaUiahed  than 
tfaaty  where  a  contract  for  the  aale  of  yroynly  is  rednoed  to  writing,  it  is  not 
eompetent  for  the  parties  to  introdnoe  parol  eridenoe  to  ingraft  new  terms 
or  conditions  thereon  in  the  nature  of  a  warranty.  Ko  citation  of  anthority 
Is  needed  to  sabstantiate  the  mle  that  where^  in  the  absenoe  of  frand,  acci- 
dent»  or  mistake,  the  parties  have  deUberatelj  pnt  their  contract  into  a  writ- 
ing»  which  is  eridentlj  complete  in  itself »  and  couched  in  such  language  as 
imports  a  legal  obligation,  it  is  oonclnsiyely  presomed  that  they  have  intro- 
duced into  the  written  instrument  all  material  terms  and  circumstances 
lebiing  thereto^  and  consequently  all  prior  conversations  and  negotiations  are 
deemed  to  be  merged  therein,  and  parol  evidence  of  conversations  held  be- 
tween the  parties,  or  of  declarations  made  by  either  of  them,  whether  before 
or  after  the  completion  of  the  contract,  will  be  rejected.  But  where  the 
coDtraot  as  expressed  in  the  writing  is  manifestly  incomplete,  parol  evidence 
is  admissible  to  show  a  contemporaneous  agreement  that  the  property  should 
be  of  a  particular  quality,  kind,  or  quantity;  or  if  such  contract  consists  of 
an  informal  bill  or  receipt  not  intended  to  embrace  the  entire  contract,  parol 
evidence  of  a  warranty  is  admissible:  Bahn  v.  Doofittfe,  IS  Wis.  196;  86  Am. 
Dec  707;  Chapm  v.  Dobion,  78  K.  Y.  74;  34  Am.  Rep.  512;  SaUerman  v. 
Pierce,  3  Hill,  171;  Stacif  v.  Kemp,, VI  Mass.  168;  Ahoaierr,  Clancy,  107  ItL 
368;  Bogine  v.  Plimpton,  11  Pick.  97;  8coU  v.  Sweet,  2  6.  Greene,  224. 
Periiaps  the  leading  case  on  this  topic  is  that  of  Chapm  v.  Dobeon,  wpra. 
In  that  case,  the  parties  entered  into  a  parol  agreement  that  plaintiff  should 
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fninlih  delnidaat  with  evrtaia  madunery  at  a  Hrrignr^  pnMb  >Bii  tint 
defendaat  sbimlci  aooept  and  pay  for  the  nine  in  a  ipeciflad  maimei;  and 
that  plaintiff  shomld  guarantee  the  machines  to  do  plaintiff's  work  aataafao* 
torily.    Tlus  agreement  was  put  into  writing  and  signed  without  including 
the  guaranty,  and  the  coort  held  that  it  was  competent  to  admit  parol  evi- 
dence to  add  the  gnsranty,  placing  its  judgment  upon  the  ground  that  th« 
agreement  was  collateral,  and  that  the  written  contract  was  manifestly  itt* 
complete,  as  it  was  in  fact  found  to  be,  both  by  the  referee  and  by  the  court. 
In  a  late  case  in  Iowa,  the  doctrine  of  the  New  York  case  is  expreasly  repa* 
diated,  and  we  think  with  good  reason.    In  the  Iowa  case  it  was  held  that 
in  the  absence  of  fraud,  accident,  or  miiitske  it  was  incompetent  to  show  • 
parol  warranty  of  agricultural  implements  sold  by  written  contract  oontaia* 
ing  no  warranty:  Mcui  ▼.  Ptarce,  43  Am.  Bep.  126^  and  see  the  note  thereto 
at  page  128.    Cases  are  found,  however,  which  maintain  that  where  Hie  con- 
tract of  sale  ii  incomplete,  a  parol  warranty  may  be  shown,  as  where^  in  the 
sale  of  a  horse,  a  bill  of  sale  is  given  and  a  receipt  taken  for  the  pnrohaae 
price,  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  tfas  seller  at  the  time  of  tho 
sale  warranted  the  horse  to  be  sound,  as  that  did  not  contradict  or  vary  the 
writing:  Senom  v.  ffenderaon,  21  K.  H.  2SSi;  63  Am.  Dec  185;  Perrine  ▼• 
OooUjf,  39  K.  J.  Li  449;  riOdm  v.  Whykmd,  24  Barb.  379.    So  where  a  bill 
of  parcels  merely  shows  a  sale  of  cloves  without  designating  any  particular 
kind,  it  may  be  shown  by  parol  what  kind  of  doves  were  exhiUted  as  • 
sample  at  the  time  of  theaale:  Bra^finriyr.  ManJy^  13  Mass.  139, 140;  7  Am. 
Dec.  122.    Or  where  the  seller  agreed  in  writing  to  ship  to  the  buyer  a  cer- 
tain quantity  of  "  good  fine  wine,"  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  the 
actual  terms  of  the  sale,  and  that  the  wine  shipped  was  that  selected  by  the 
buyer  himself:  ffogins  v.  Plympton,  11  ^ck.  97.    Where  tobacco  is  sold  by 
sample,  and  it  is  warranted  that  that  famished  shall  be  like  the  sample  ex- 
hibited, and  a  receipted  bill  of  parcels  is  given  by  the  seller,  it  is  not  such  a 
memoraadnm  of  the  contraot  of  sale  as  will  ezohide  parol  evidence  of  the 
warranty  and  the  farsaoh  thsreofc  AtwaUr  v.  C%w^,  107  Mass.  309.    And 
under  the  same  drcnmstances,  pirol  evidence  was  admitted  to  show  a  verbal 
warranty  that  hops  sold  should  be  "  of  the  first  quality  **:  WaUaee  v.  Bogen^ 
2  N.  H.  600.    So  when  a  sale  was  made  wi^  warranty,  but  was  made  ver- 
bally and  upon  credit^  and  tiie  sdler  afterwards  sent  a  written  bill  of  sale  to 
the  buyer,  stating  quantity  and  price  only,  and  then  shipped  the  goodo,  it 
was  held  that  parol  evidence  was  competent  to  show  the  verbal  wanmiLfyx 
Foot  V.  BmOe^^  44  N.  T.  100;  4  Am.  Bepu  6S2.    In  an  action  ona  note  given 
for  a  patent  right  to  make  faaning-milli,  which  were  verbally  warranted  to 
do  good  work,  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  such  miU%  made 
after  the  model  on  which  the  letters  patent  issued,  were  worthless,  ai^  thus 
defeat  the  consideration  of  the  note:  8ooU  v.  SweH,  2  G.  Gresne,  2S4^    So 
where  a  note  and  mortgage  are  assigned  in  writing  containing  no  wamnty, 
it  may  be  ahown  by  parol  that  the  assignor  verbally  warranted  the  security: 
Hahn  v.  DootUOt,  18  Wis.  190;  80  Am.  Dec  767.    In  a  suit  for  canying 
goods,  defendant  set  up  by  way  of  defense  that  the  teight  was  done  under 
a  written  contract^  which  was  introduced  and  proved.    Haintiff  then  shewed 
that  the  original  contract  was  oral,  and  that  subsequently  plaintiff's  agent 
reduced  it  to  writing,  and  it  was  then  signed  by  the  parties.    But  defendant 
proved  that  a  material  stipulation,  as  to  .the  time  when  the  frieght  was  to  be 
delivered,  was  omitted,  and  instead  words  were  inserted  which  permitted 
delivery  at  such  times  as  desired;  that^  when  signing  the  contract,  he  disoov* 
ered  the  change  and  called  plaintiff's  agent's  attention  to  it»  when  the  lattet 
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Kpliady  ''thaiwM  imdHitood,''  and  thai  itWM  the  intoitioii  to  deli^ 
vithiB  the  time»  Aad  the  eonrt  held  that  eridenee  waa  admkeiWe  to  ahoer 
the  oral  agreenMot^  on  the  gnmnd  th«t  to  take  adTantage  of  the  OBUMoaia 
the  ooatnct^  ae  writtan,  tnmld  be  a  fraad  ea  one  of  the  partiaa:  A?iaBftM 
CooIOlt.  JfoS3kiM,76F^8t.2i5.  It  aeema  to  be  pretty  well  eatabliahed 
that  in  a  aale  of  gooda  hj  aainple,  where  an  oral  warranty  ia  made  that  the 
balk  of  gooda  delivered  ahaU  oorreepoiid  to  the  aample^  and  a  mamorandBm 
of  tbeeale  ta  made  in  writing  and  rigned  by  the  partiea,  bat  ia  aiknt  ae  ie 
the  warranty^  parol  evidence  of  the  atatementa  made  by  the  aeller  prerieea 
to  the  aale  reapecting  the  warranty  of  the  bnlk  of  the  artiole  ae  eompared 
with  the  aample  is  admiaaible:  JToop  t.  Homiy^  41  Barb.  454;  SuMom  ▼• 
(VoiSf^MId.  80;  BbormonT.  •/enHM^  12Wend.666;  S7Am.Dee.  158;  Om^ 
miff  w.  Begodm,  6  JiM^m  at  B.  18a 

Pabol  IviiNuicB  TO  8aow  Wabbiutt  Ouibiiih  ov  Died  ob  Oimse 
AouusHT  Bklaviho  to  Laki>.  —To  allow  the  introdactjon  of  parol  eri- 
danoe  to  prove  a  wananty  which  waa  a  part  of  the  prior  or  oont«nporaneoaa 
agreement!  and  abcnt  which  tiie  deed  or  other  writing  ia  aibnt,  ia  certainly 
in  direct  oontradiotkm  to  that  elementary  and  nnireraatty  reoogniaad  mle  of 
lav  and  of  reaaon,  that  in  the  abaanoe  of  frand  or  miatalre  parol  eridenoe 
eaimot  be  received  to  eontradiot  or  vary  the  tema  ef  a  written  ooatnet. 
For  it  ia  the  plain  and  recogniied  doctrine^  and  may  be  aaid  to  be  an  etonen- 
taiy  principle^  that  npon  the  ezeontiony  delivery,  and  acceptance  of  a  deed 
or  written  inatrnment,  all  prior  or  contemporaneoDa  parol  atipnlationa,  or 
nnderstandinga  aa  to  warranty,  or  incidenta  in  any  way  raUting  to  the  aab- 
jeet-matter,  are  merged  in  the  deed  or  writing,  and  cannot  be  contradicted  or 
vtfiod  by  peroL    Mr.  Wharton,  after  stating  similar  prindplea,  says,  -^aad 
dtes  a moltitnde  of  oaaee  in  anpport  thereof,  -^ that  "to  deeda  the  ndea  jnat 
erproased  are  eminently  applicable,  for  the  reason  that  the  more  aolemn  are 
the  formaUtiee  prescribed  by  a  diqposative  document,  and  the  more  perma- 
fient  are  meant  to  be  the  dispoeitioiia  it  makea,  the  more  nnjoat  is  ita  van* 
ation  by  an  agency  ao  liable  to  careleaa  or  frandnlent  fakifioation  aa  ii 
snwritten  speech.    Hence  it  is  that  the  coorta  are  nniform  in  their  refnsaL 
to  admits  except  in  caaee  of  frand  or  groea  concurrent  mistalce,  parol  evi-- 
dence  to  contradict  or  to  vary  the  terms  of  a  deed  aa  between  the  partieiL. 
....  To  deeda  also  is  the  mle  applied,  that  to  what  ia  written  no  new  in- 
Sredieata  can  be  added  by  paroL"    In  applying  thia  doctrine^  it  has  beei^ 
held  that  a  fimited  warranty  in  a  deed  cannot  be  extended  to  a  general  war-^ 
n&ty  by  proof  of  a  parol  agreement  to  that  effBCt^  made  at  the  time  of  tho- 
ddivery  of  the  deed:  Raynumdr,  Saynumd,  lOOosh.  134;  DMUanr.OerrUk,. 
9  Id.  88;  65  Am.  Dec  45.    Parol  evidence  of  a  verbal  warranty  of  the  quan- 
tity of  land  oonveyed  by  deed  is  inadmiwsihle,  aa  tending  to  vary  and  ccn- 
tradiet  the  terms  of  the  inatmment:  dxJk  v.  Condm,  75  Id.  241,  and  notet 
MS;  ifcMtJa  v.  EamUn,  100  Id.  181;  Caboi  v.  CMsOe,  1  Am.  Rep.  SIS,  where 
it  is  said  that  a  deed  pnrporta  to  contain  all  the  covenanta  of  the  gilmtor 
with  respect  to  the  land  conveyed,  and  that  to  add  a  new  covenant  by  parol 
voald  be  a  palpable  violation  of  the  rale  that  written  instruments  are  not  to 
be  varied  by  perol  or  oral  testimony.    So  where  the  deed  ia  absolute  in  form, 
a  verbal  warranty  in  the  nature  of  a  condition  made  prior  to  its  execation 
eaimot  be  ingrafted  npon  the  deed  by  parol  evidence:  Mctnhall  Coim^f  etc 
Oik  V.  Imn  tie.  Spmod,  28  Iowa,  860;  ^ryan  v.  Svxdn,  58  Osl.  616.    And  the 
Qovcaant  implied  by  the  acceptance  of  a  deed  expressly  warranting  againat 
all  cbima  except  certain  taxea  cannot  be  defeated  by  oral  evidence  of  a  ver- 
b^  and  contemporaneous  warranty  to  pay  such  taxes:  MacLeod  v.  SiBUea,  M 
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Am.  Rap.  254.  Kor  caa  a  breach  of  covenant  against  encnmbranoM  in  • 
deed  be  shown  by  parol  erxdence  that  a  few  daya  before  the  ezeontion  of  the 
deed  the  parties  orally  agreed  that  in  consideration  of  the  deed,  for  »  certain 
sum,  the  grantor  would  assume  liability  to  an  assessment  upon  the  land  for 
betterments:  Fl^nn  y.  Bcmmgi^/",  6$  Id.  135.  Parol  evidenoe  will  not  be 
admitted  to  defeat  a  right  to  land  couTeyed  by  deed,  when  its  object  is  to 
establish  a  condition  subsequent  in  the  nature  of  an  oral  warranty:  Oalvettom 
etc.  R.  E.  Co.  r.  P/eufer,  66  Tex.  66;  Scui  Line  etc  R,  R.  Co.  v.  CfarreU,  62 
Id.  183.  niese  oaess  are  amply  sufficient,  we  think,  to  show  that  when  it  is 
offered  to  prove  by  oral  testimony  that  at  the  time  when  verbal  negotiationa 
were  being  carried  on  by  the  parties,  with  a  view  to  consummating  a  sale  of 
land,  the  vendor  made  some  warranty  directly  affsoting  such  land,  and  the 
parties  afterwards  perfected  the  sale  by  deed,  which  is  silent  as  to  such  war- 
ranty, the  prior  verbal  covenant  or  warranty  ii  meiged  in  the  deed,  and  the 
evidence  is  not  admissible  to  prove  it,  for  its  only  effeot»  if  admitted,  would 
be  to  vary  and  contradict  the  deed,  which  it  is,  as  before  stated,  clearly 
incompetent  to  do.  And  in  all  those  cases  where  parol  evidence  has  been 
admitted,  it  was  not  done  on  the  ground  that  the  deed  could  have  a  warranty 
not  mentioned  therein  added  to  it  by  parol;  but  it  was  admitted  because  it 
tended  to  cstabliah  a  collateral  and  distinct  undertaking,  separate  and  apart 
from  tiie  deed;  and  in  the  case  of  MiUer  v.  Fkhthom,  31  Pa.  St  252,  cited  in 
the  principal  case^  the  court  distinctly  say  that  in  such  cases  the  parol  evi- 
dence is  not  admitted  for  the  purpose  of  affecting  the  interpretation  of  the 
particular  writing  which  the  party  is  called  upon  to  meet,  bat  for  the  pur^ 
pose  of  enlarging  the  juridical  sphere  of  action,  so  as  to  embrace  the  whole 
transaction  to  which  the  writing  belongs,  and  define  the  rights  growing 
out  of  the  case.  "As  effective  of  the  special  purpose  for  which  a  written 
instrument  is  executed,  the  writing,  when  there  is  no  legal  or  equitable  ob- 
jection to  its  validity  and  completeness,  is  exclusive  of  all  oiml  testimony  to 
establish  the  fact  or  facts  declared  by  it,  but  it  does  not  exclude  oral  testi- 
mony of  collateral  facts,  which,  according  to  the  purpose  of  the  instrument, 
could  not  be  declared  in  it,  even  though  these  facts  show  a  countervailing 
right  that  neutralises  the  obligation  defined  by  the  writing."  Where,  in  the 
sale  of  a  mill  by  deed  which  was  silent  as  to  the  warranty  offered  to  be 
proved,  parol  evidence  was  held  admiBsible  to  prove  that  it  was  agreed  that 
if  the  wheel  in  the  mill  was  not  satiBfaotory  a  new  one  should  be  put  in,  and 
the  evidence  was  admitted  not  to  affect  the  deed  as  a  conveyance,  but  to 
prove  an  independent  agreement  collaterally  connected  with  the  sale  of  the 
mill:  BumeU  v.  WiUard,  44  Vt.  44.  So  where  the  vendor  sold  a  grocery  store 
for  a  sum  of  money  stated  in  the  deed,  and  orally  agreed  not  to  carry  on  the 
same  business  within  a  certain  distance,  it  was  held  that  such  verbad  agree- 
ment was  consiBtent  with  the  deed,  and  did  not  relate  to  the  conveyance  of 
land,  and  so  might  be  proved  by  parol:  Pierce  v.  Woodward,  6  Pick.  206.  In 
the  case  of  Carr  v.  DooUy,  119  Mass.  294,  cited  in  the  principal  case,  when 
the  negotiations  for  the  purchase  of  the  land  were  taking  place,  the  vendee 
called  the  vendor's  attention  to  a  sewer  which  was  being  constructed  in  the 
street  abutting  on  the  land,  and  asked  him  who  was  to  pay  for  it.  He 
replied  that  he  would.  A  deed  with  warranty  against  encumbranoee  was 
executed,  but  was  silent  as  to  the  sewer.  The  vendee  afterwards  paid  the 
assessment,  and  in  his  action  against  the  vendor  for  the  sum  paid  it  was  held 
that  parol  evidence  was  competent  to  prove  the  special  promise  to  pay  the 
assessment^  and  that  it  was  not  open  to  the  objection  that  it  varied  or  en- 
larged the  deed.    In  McCormiek  v.  Cheevere,  124  Mass.  262;  also  mentii 
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in  the  princxpal  oaae,  it  appeared  that  the  mayor  had  ordered  the  lota  whidi 
w^ere  the  rabject  of  the  deed  to  he  filled  to  a  oertaxn  grade,  and  the  Tendee 
before  acoepting  the  deed  said  to  the  vendor:  ''Ton  have  to  pay  for  the  fill- 
ing in.**  He  replied:  "All  right;  I  will  pay  it"  The  deed  was  then  deliv- 
ered, and  the  pnrchaae-money  paid.  The  yendee  paid  the  aaseument  for 
filling  in,  and  in  an  action  to  recover  the  amount  thereof  from  the  vendor 
allowed  to  prove  by  parol  the  independent  and  oontemporaneooa  agree- 


While  these  cases  do  not  profess  to  depart  from  the  general  rule,  which 
rejects  parol  evidence  when  offisred  to  vary  or  enlarge  a  written  contract, 
they  seem  tons  to  proceed  to  evade  that  rale,  without  soggestingany  general 
test  by  which  to  determine  when  such  evasion  is  proper.  In  fact,  while  pro- 
fessing to  rsspect  the  rule,  they  refuse  to  apply  it;  and  if  they  be  judicially 
sound,  we  know  not  when  the  rule  may  not  be  held  inapplicable,  or  whether 
the  existence  of  the  rule  ought  to  be  affirmed  or  denied  with  tiie  more  confi- 
dence. They  fnxnish  additional  proof  that  hard  cases  "am  the qnieksands 
of  the  law ";  in  which  qnickaands  the  law  is  either  hidden  from  sight  or 
aiirehed  beyond  reccgnitioiL 
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MaifTBR  AXD  BncfAKT — SiavioB  OuTsmi  ov  Obdihi&t  EiCFunnim.— 
To  make  master  responsible  for  injury  to  servant,  it  must  appear  that 
the  farmer  has  neglected  some  duty  which  he  owes  the  latter.  The  mere 
faot  that  the  master  has  requested  the  servant  to  perform  a  temporary 
work  outside  of  his  ordinary  employment  is  no  violation  of  duty; 
whether  it  is  or  not  depends  upon  the  surronnding  cireumstanoes. 

Idi— Wbieb  Ssbyast  is  Obdsrid  to  PxBioBM  WoBX  OuTSXDX  or  HU 
Qbdxhabt  Bkplotiiibt,  of  a  dangerous  character,  requiring  peculiar 
ddU  in  its  performance,  and  the  servant  has  not  the  requisite  knowledge 
or  skin  required,  and  such  want  of  skill  or  knowledge  is  known  or  might 
be  reasonably  supposed  to  be  known  to  the  master,  in  case  the  servant 
is  injured  while  so  employed  the  master  is  liable,  even  though  the  ser- 
vant undertook  the  work  without  objection  or  protest  on  his  part. 

Ibw  —  To  Maks  Mastbr  Liablb  thbougb  Nxquosnob  for  resulting  inju- 
to  servant  ordered  to  perform  duties  outside  of  his  ordinary  employ- 
it^  it  must  be  shown  that  the  master  knew,  or  by  the  exercise  of 
raasooable  care  and  obeervation  might  have  known,  of  the  inexperience, 
disqiialificationy  and  immature  judgment  of  the  servant  employed  to 
psrfonn  the  duty  required. 

iDb  —  Wbsbb  Sibyavt  or  Matubb  Yiabs  and  of  ordinary  intelligence  and 
esperience  is  directed  to  do  a  temporary  work  outside  of  his  ordinary 
employment^  and  consents  to  do  such  work,  without  objection  on  ac- 
soont  of  his  want  of  knowledge,  skill,  or  experience  in  performing  such 
wwk,  and  injury  results  to  him,  negligence  cannot  be  predicated  upon 
tiiese  facts  alone  against  the  master. 

Action  to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  received 
while  engaged  in  coupling  cars.    The  opinion  states  the  facts. 
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/enKfMi  WintteTy  and  Smithy  for  the  appellant. 
Sutherland  and  Sutherlandy  for  the  respondent. 

Tatlob,  J.  Upon  the  argument  of  the  appeal  in  this  ooort 
it  was  not  deemed  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  respondent 
that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  in  the  case  to  sustain  a  ver- 
dict in  favor  of  the  respondent,  on  the  ground  that  the  defend- 
ant was  guilty  of  negligence  in  furnishing  him  unsuitable  or 
unsafe  machinery  for  doing  his  work,  or  that  the  compaxij 
was  guilty  of  negligence  in  employing  a  careless  or  incom- 
petent engineer  for  managing  the  engine  which  was  used  in 
the  performance  of  the  work  in  which  he  was  engaged  when 
the  injury  was  sustained  by  him.  As  to  the  ooaifetmMy  of  the 
engineer  in  charge  of  the  locomotive,  no  evidence  was  given, 
or,  if  given,  no  claim  was  made  that  he  was  incompetent. 

As  to  the  dangerous  and  unsafe  condition  of  the  engine  and 
tender  used  in  doing  the  switching  of  the  cars  to  be  switched, 
some  evidence  was  given;  but  it  is  not  claimed  by  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  respondent  that,  on  the  findings  of  the  jury 
upon  that  question,  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  recover 
upon  that  ground  alone.  By  an  examination  of  the  answem 
to  the  first  eight  questions  submitted  to  the  jury  as  a  part  of 
the  special  verdict,  it  is  very  clear  that  the  defect  in  the  tender 
which  it  is  claimed  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury  was 
not  shown  to  have  been  known  to  the  defendant,  nor  that  it 
was  of  such  long  standing  that,  in  the  exercise  of  ordinaiy  caxts 
in  that  respect,  the  company  ought  to  have  known  of  such  de- 
fect 

The  only  ground  for  sustaining  the  verdict  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  relied  upon  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  respondent 
is,  that,  at  that  time  the  plaintiff  was  directed  to  do  this  switch- 
ing by  the  company,  he  was  not  employed  by  the  company  to  do 
such  work;  that  the  work  of  switching  in  the  yard  of  the  de- 
fendant was  dangerous  work,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
accustomed  to  do  such  work,  nor  was  he  acquainted  with  the 
danger  incident  thereto;  and  that  in  such  case  the  defendant 
is  liable  for  the  injury  if  the  injury  was  caused  by  the  negli- 
gence of  the  engineer  in  charge  of  the  engine,  or  by  a  defect  in 
the  machinery,  whether  such  defect  was  known  to  the  defend- 
ant company  or  not  If  this  rule  be  as  claimed  by  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  respondent,  the  findings  of  the  special  verdict 
are  perhaps  sufficient  to  sustain  the  verdict,  when  aided  by  the 
undisputed  evidence  in  the  case.    By  an  examination  of  tho 
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findings  from  the  ninth  to  the  dzteenth  inclasiTe,  it  will  be 
seen  that  there  is  no  finding  that  the  defendant  company  di- 
rected the  plaintiff  to  do  this  work  of  switching,  nor  that  such 
work  was  not  sach  as  the  plaintiff  had  been  employed  to  do. 
These  two  points  are  probably  supplied  by  evidence  which  ia 
not  controverted  by  the  defendant,  and  so  the  verdict  may  be 
aided  to  that  extent.  If  it  be  necessary,  in  order  to  entitle 
the  plaintiff  to  recover  in  this  action,  to  show  affirmatively 
that  switching  cars  in  the  yard  of  the  company  is  a  more  dan- 
gerous employment  than  the  employment  which  the  plaintiff 
had  contracted  with  the  defendant  to  perform,  then  the  ver- 
dict would  be  insufficient  for  want  of  any  such  finding,  or,  if 
it  be  necessary  for  him  to  show  that  the  company  knew  that 
such  employment  was  more  dangerous  than  the  ordinary  em- 
ployment of  the  plaintiff,  then  the  special  verdict  would  be 
imperfect  in  that  respect  also.  The  findings  upon  this  part  of 
the  case  simply  show  that  the  plaintiff  used  ordinary  care  on 
his  part,  and  that  the  izgury  was  either  the  result  of  the  negli- 
gence of  the  engineeTi  or  the  defeet  in  the  tender,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  had  not  snffieient  experience  and  intelligence  to 
understand  and  cooQ^rahend  the  danger  inddent  to  the  em- 
ployment of  ooupling  eoginea  with  a  Miller  engine  coupler  to 
ears. 

The  theory  of  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  is,  that 
where  the  master  directs  his  employee  temporarily  to  perform 
work  not  contemplated  by  his  contract  of  employment,  and 
such  work  is  of  a  dangerous  character, — whether  more  dan- 
gerous than  his  general  employment  or  not  is  immaterial, — 
the  master  becomes  liable  to  protect  him  while  so  employed 
against  the  carelessness  of  his  employees,  and  also  against 
any  injury  he  may  receive  on  account  of  defective  machinery, 
whether  Uie  company  have  any  previous  knowledge  of  the  de- 
fect or  not.  He  claims  that  the  basis  of  recovery  in  such  case 
lies  in  the  fact  that  the  master  directs  the  employee  to  perform 
a  work  outside  of  his  usual  employment,  which  is  in  its  nature 
a  dangerous  employment;  and  that  the  mere  direction  of  the 
XDaster  to  perform  such  temporary  and  dangerous  work  is 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  master  sufficient  to  sustain  the 
action  of  the  employee  so  injured  in  the  performance  of  such 
work  while  he  is  using  ordinary  care  on  his  part.  Stating  it  in 
a  little  different  form,  the  learned  counsel  says  that  the  ordi- 
nary rule  that  the  employee  assumes  the  dangers  incident  to 
his  employment  is  not  to  be  applied  to  the  case  where  the  em* 
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ployee,  at  the  direction  of  the  master,  does  work,  temporarily, 
outside  of  his  contract  of  employment. 

Id  order  to  sustain  the  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  in 
this  case,  we  think  it  will  be  necessary  to  adopt  the  rule  as 
stated  by  the  learned  counsel  to  its  fall  extent,  because  the 
questions  as  to  whether  the  temporary  employment  was  more 
or  less  dangerous  than  the  ordinary  employment  of  the  plain- 
tiff, or  whether  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  negligence  in  di- 
recting the  plaintiff  to  do  the  work  in  tiie  doing  of  which  he 
was  injured,  were  not  submitted  to  the  jury.  The  negligence 
of  the  defendant  upon  which  the  action  must  be  sustained,  11 
sustained  at  all,  consists  in  his  directing  the  plaintiff  to  do 
the  work,  and  under  that  rule  the  question  as  to  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  employee  of  the  dangers  incident  to  the  work  to 
be  done,  or  his  want  of  knowledge,  would  be  wholly  imma- 
terial. 

We  are  vezy  clear  that  the  broad  rule  contended  for  by  the 
learned  counsel  for  the  respondent  is  not  sustained  by  the  au- 
thorities, nor  by  the  general  rules  of  law  which  define  the 
relations  of  the  employer  and  employee.  Some  of  the  cases 
cited  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  respondent  may  have 
some  general  statements  in  the  opinions  which  give  some 
countenance  to  the  rule  as  stated  by  counsel,  but  when  the 
facts  of  each  case  are  considered,  it  will,  we  think,  be  found 
that  no  such  broad  rule  was  ever  intended  to  be  sanctioned 
by  any  of  the  courts.  Whether  the  employer  is  guilty  of  n^- 
ligence,  such  as  will  entitle  his  employee  to  recover  for  an  in- 
jury sustained  while  doing  a  temporary  work  outside  of  hia 
contract  of  employment,  when  such  injury  is  the  result  of  the 
negligence  of  the  co-employee,  or  of  a  defect  of  machinery  not 
known  to  the  employer,  or  other  cause,  it  is  in  every  case  a 
question  of  fact  to  be  determined  by  all  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  and  cannot  be  predicated  simply  on  the  fact  that  he 
directed  his  employee  to  do  the  work. 

In  order  to  make  the  employer  responsible  for  an  injury  to 
his  employee  while  in  his  employ,  the  evidence  must  in  every 
case  show  that  the  employer  has  neglected  some  duty  which  he 
owes  to  the  employee;  and  no  case  can,  we  think,  be  found  where 
it  has  been  held  that  the  mere  fact  that  the  employer  requested 
his  employee  to  perform  a  temporary  work,  outside  of  his  ordi- 
nary employment,  was  a  violation  of  any  duty  which  he  owes 
to  his  employee.  Whether  it  be  a  violation  of  such  duties  de- 
pends always  upon  the  surrounding  circumstances.    If  the 
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particTilar  work  ordered  to  be  done  is  of  a  dangeranui  eharaote 

iod  one  which  requires  peculiar  Bkill  in  its  performmncey  an 

the  person  directed  to  perform  such  work  has  not  the  requ 

nte  knowledge   or  skill  for  doing  the  work  with  safety,  an 

such  want  of  slull  or  knowledge  is  known,  or  might  be  reasoi 

ably  supposed    to  be  known,  to  the  employer,  in  that  case  it 

direction  of  tlie  employer  to  do  the  work  might  be  justly  he! 

to  be  a  yiolation  of  a  duty  which  he  owes  to  his  employee,  eye 

tiongb  the  employee  undertook  to  do  the  work  without  obje< 

tioD  or  pioteet   upon  his  part    None  of  the  cases  go  fdrUi^ 

than  this,  &nd  ^we  can  see  no  reason  for  holding  a  stricter  rul 

Counsel    Bays    it  is  well  settled  that  "the  employee  assume 

all  the    ordin  a.ry  risks  within  the  scope  of  his  employment 

To  tbiB  propoBition  no  exception  can  be  taken,  and  there  is  r 

need  of  tlie  citation  of  authorities  to  sustain  it.    It  is  urged  thi 

the  converBe  of  this  proposition  is  also  true,  vis.,  that  "the  se 

^ant,  wlieri   he  enters  upon  the  discharge  of  his  duties,  doi 

not  assume  any  risks  outside  of  the  scope  of  his  employment' 

and  it  is  also  insisted  that  when  the  servant  undertakes,  at  H 

order  of  liis  master,  to  do  work  outside  of  his  ordinary  en 

ploymenty  tbere  is  no  presumption  that  he  assumes  any  of  tl 

risks  attending  such  employment.    To  sustain  this  propositioi 

the  learned  counsel  for  the  respondent  cites  the  following  casei 

Ohio  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  HammenUy^  28  Ind.  374;  Lalor  v.  Chieoi 

etc.  B.  22.  Co.,  62  Dh  401;  4  Am.  Rep.  616;  PkUimrgh  etc,  R.  1 

Co.  V.  AdamSf  105  Ind.  151;  Janes  v.  Lake  Shore  etc,  J2.  J2.  Cc 

49  Mich.  578;  Mann  v.  Oriental  Print  Works,  11  R.  I.  15! 

Chicago  etc.  Ry  Co,  v.  Bayfield,  87  Mich.  205;  Broderiek  v.  D 

Ifoii  U.  D.  Co.y  56  Id.  261;  56  Am.  Rep.  882;  Cook  v.  St.  Pax 

R.  R.  Co.,  84  Minn.  45;  Dowling  v.  Allen,  74  Mo.  18;  Bailroa 

Co.  V.  Fort,  17  Wall.  558;  Benzing  v.  Steinway,  101  N.  Y.  54' 

(y  Connor  v.  Adams,  120  Mass.  427. 

In  the  case  in  28  Ind.  874,  the  court  reversed  the  trial  cour 
on  the  ground  that  the  employee,  a  minor,  assumed  the  ris 
of  his  employment.  In  Pittsburgh  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Adams,  IC 
Id.  151,  the  court  state  the  rule  as  follows:  '*In  all  cases  tl 
master  is  bound  to  disclose  to  the  servant  latent  defects  an 
dangers  of  which  he  has  knowledge,  or  of  which  he  ought  1 
have  knowledge  by  the  exercise  of  reasonable  attention,  can 
and  diligence,  and  of  which  the  servant  has  no  knowledge,  an 
would  not  discover  by  the  exercise  of  reasonable  care.  Thi 
is  particularly  so  when  the  master  employs  for  hazardous  an 
dangerous  work  a  child,  young  person,  or  other  person  witl 
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out  experience  and  of  immatue  judgment.  ...  In  fhe  cases 
last  above  mentioned,  the  gravamen  of  the  action  is  the  negli- 
gence  of  the  master  in  failing  to  give  the  proper  warning,  and 
in  employing  a  person  of  such  immature  years  and  judgment 
that  such  warning  and  instructions  would  furnish  no  protection. 
And  hence,  in  order  that  the  master  may  be  properly  charged 
as  being  thus  negligent,  and  made  liable  for  resulting  injury,  it 
must  be  made  to  appear  that  he  knew,  or  by  the  exercise  of 
reasonable  care  and  observation  might  have  known,  of  the  in- 
experience, disqualification,  and  immature  judgment  of  the  ser- 
vant emplojred.  When  a  person  of  apparently  sufficient  age, 
physical  ability,  and  mental  caliber  to  perform  the  service 
seeks  an  employment  at  the  hands  of  a  railway  company  or 
other  master,  he  ought  to  be  held  to  an  implied  representation 
that  he  is  competent  to  perform  the  duties  of  the  position  he 
seeks,  and  competent  to  apprehend  and  avoid  all  dangers  that 
may  be  discovered  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  and  pru- 
dence. In  such  case  we  know  of  no  good  reason  or  rule  of  law 
that  will  compel  the  master  to  pass  him  through  a  critical 
examination  to  discover  his  competency  for  the  place,  or  that 
will  convict  the  master  of  negligence  for  not  doing  so." 

The  court  further  say:  ''When,  by  the  orders  of  the  master, 
the  servant  is  carried  beyond  his  employment,  he  is  carried 
away  from  his  implied  undertaking  to  assume  the  risks  inci- 
dent to  the  employment.  Hence  it  is  that  when  a  servant  is 
thus,  by  the  orders  of  the  master,  put  to  work  outside  of  his 
employment,  and  is  injured  by  reason  of  defective  machinery, 
railroad  track,  etc.,  without  his  fault,  the  master  is  liable,  re- 
gardless of  the  care  he  may  have  exercised  to  keep  the  mi^ 
chinery,  railroad  track,  etc.,  in  a  safe  condition.  When  a 
servant  is  thus  ordered  at  work  at  a  particular  place,  or  with 
particular  machinery,  etc.,  outside  of  his  employment,  the 
master  impliedly  assures  him,  not  only  that  he  has  exer(nsed 
reasonable  care  to  have  the  place,  machinery,  etc.,  in  a  safe 
condition,  but  also  that  they  are  in  a  safe  condition  and  fit 
for  the  business  for  which  they  are  used.  This  principle  or 
rule  of  law  has  been  more  frequently  and  more  rigorously 
applied  in  cases  of  employees  immature  in  years,  judgment, 

and  experience Here,  ag^in,  it  should  be  observed  that 

the  master  will  not  be  liable  if  the  circumstances  are  such  as 
to  show  that  the  servant  is  competent  to  apprehend  the  dan- 
ger, and  expressly  or  impliedly  assumes  the  risk." 

We  have  cited  at  considerable  length  from  this  case,  as  it 


Feb.  1888.]       Colb  v.  Chicaqo  nc.  B'y  Ca  207 

goes  as  £ar  to  npbold  the  rule  as  claimed  by  the  learned  conn* 
sel  for  the  respondent,  if  not  farther,  than  any  of  the  other 
cases  cited  by  him  on  the  argument.  And  in  this  case  the 
last  paraiinraph  qualifies  all  that  is  said  before,  and  destroys 
the  rale  as  contended  for  by  the  learned  counsel.  It  leaves 
it,  as  stated  above,  a  question  of  fact  in  all  cases  whether  the 
master  is  guilty  of  negligence  in  directing  the  servant  to  do 
the  act  outside  of  his  employment. 

la  Xolor  V.  Chicago  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  52  111.  401,  4  Am.  Rep. 
616,  it  was  found  that  the  person  representing  the  master 
knew  that  the  employee  whom  he  directed  to  couple  the  cars 
was  unversed  and  inexperienced  in  that  buBinees.  The  de- 
cision is  clearly  placed  on  the  ground  that  the  master  was 
guilty  of  negligence  in  directing  a  servant  to  do  an  extra- 
hasardoQS  work  whom  he  knew  to  be  unskilled  and  inexperi- 
enced in  the  business.  In  Jonea  v.  Lake  Shore  etc.  Ry  Co.,  49 
Mich.  573,  the  person  who  was  injured  while  employed  in  the 
discharge  of  work  not  within  the  contract  of  his  employment 
showed  that  he  protested  against  doing  the  work.  In  Chicago 
etc.  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Bayfield ^  37  Id.  205,  the  instruction  at  the 
trial,  which  was  upheld  as  good  law,  was  as  follows:  ''If  you 
find  that  the  deceased,  at  the  time  he  was  employed  by  the 
defendant,  was  a  lad  of  seventeen  or  eighteen  years  of  age, 
inexpmmoed  in  handling  the  brakes  on  a  train  of  cars  such 
as  that  in  question,  and  that  he  was  unfitted  for  that  work 
by  reason  of  his  unskillfulness,  inexperience,  and  youth,  and 
this  was  known  to  Smith,  ....  and  was  ordered  by  Smith, 
the  foreman  and  conductor  of  the  construction  train  in  ques- 
tion, acting  for  and  as  the  agent  of  said  defendant,  then  if  he 
was  killed  while  endeavoring  to  perform  such  work,  without 
negligenoe  on  his  part,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover." 

In  Broderiek  v.  Detroii  U.  D.  Co^  66  Mich.  261,  56  Am.  Rep. 
382,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  for  a 
defect  in  the  oonstruction  of  a  ventilator  which  the  employee 
was  directed  to  qpen  when  he  received  his  iigury,  and  no 
questaon  appears  to  have  been  made  upon  the  point  that  he 
was  doing  work  outside  of  his  ordinary  employment.  In  Cook 
V.  Sl  PomI  ete^B^B.  Oo.j  34  Minn.  45,  the  negUgence  for  which 
the  defendant  was  held  responsible  was  in  not  providing  a 
suitable  place  for  the  plaintiff  to  do  his  work.  The  plaintiff 
in  this  case  was  also  a  mijuor.  In  DowUng  v.  AUeny  74  Mo.  13, 
the  person  injured  was  a  boy  seventeen  years  old,  and  was 
working  in  a  dangerous  place,  and  had  requested  the  person 
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his  work  to  relieve  him  from  the  work  and  get 
fiome  other  person  to  perform  it.  The  defendant  was  held 
liable,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  not  performed  his  duty  in 
sofEiciently  instructing  the  servant  of  the  danger  incident  to 
the  performance  of  his  work.  All  that  was  decided  in  Mann 
Y.  Oriental  Print  Worka^  11  R.  I.  152,  was,  that  if  the  servant 
^  was  suddenly  called  upon  to  perform  a  dangerous  service, 
not  strictly  within  the  line  of  his  duty,  and  requiring  peculiar 
skill,  there  would  be  no  presumption  that  he  knew  the  risks 
of  it,  and,  if  so,  he  should  not  have  been  directed  to  do  it 
without  information  of  the  nature  of  the  service."  In  Benzing 
V.  Steinwayj  101  N.  Y.  547,  the  recovery  was  sustained,  on  the 
ground  that  the  defendant  did  not  furnish  a  safe  place  for  the 
performance  of  the  work  which  the  servant  was  directed  to  do» 
and  not  upon  the  ground  that  the  service  was  outside  of  his 
usual  employment.  The  rule  laid  down  in  (y  Connor  y.  Adams^ 
120  Mass.  431,  and  Railroad  Co.  v.  Fortj  17  Wall.  553,  is  stated 
as  follows:  ''  If  the  defendant  knew  the  peril  to  which  the  ser- 
vant would  be  exposed,  and  did  not  give  him  sufficient  and 
reasonable  notice  of  it,  and  he,  without  negligence  on  his 
part,  through  inexperience  or  reliance  on  the  directions  given 
him,  failed  to  perceive  or  understand  the  risk,  and  was  in- 
jured, the  defendant  would  be  responsible.''  This  rule  was 
laid  down  in  cases  where  the  servant  was  an  inexperienced 
minor. 

We  think  that  it  may  be  safely  said  that  none  of  the  cases 
cited  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  respondent  hold  that 
merely  directing  a  servant  to  perform  a  duty  outside  of  his 
usual  employment  is  such  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  em- 
ployer as  will  render  him  liable  for  any  injury  the  servant 
may  receive  while  engaged  in  such  employment;  but,  on  the 
other  hand,  all  the  circumstances  attending  the  case,  such  as 
the  dangerous  character  of  the  work  directed  to  be  done,  the 
age  and  experience  or  inexperience  of  the  servant,  and  the 
knowledge  of  the  master  as  to  these  attendant  ciroumstanoes, 
must  be  taken  into  consideration  in  determining  the  questioo 
of  negligence. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  plaintiff  was  a  man  of  forty  years 
and  upwards,  an  intelligent  mechanic.  He  had  been  in  the 
employ  of  the  railroad  company  for  over  ten  years,  and  for 
several  years  had  been  the  foreman  of  a  gang  of  men  em- 
ployed in  building  and  repairing  bridges  and  other  struo- 
tares  for  the  defendant  on  its  road,  and  was  so  engaged  at  the 
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time  the  aeddent  happened.  In  hie  emplojment  he  had  an 
engine  and  can  onder  his  eontrol,  for  the  pnrpoee  of  doing 
hie  work,  and  a  man  or  men  whose  dvty  it  was  to  couple  or 
uneoiqde  cars  as  needed  in  such  work.  At  the  time  he  was 
leqnseted  to  do  the  switching  in  the  defendant's  yard,  he  was 
raqnesled  to  take  the  engine  he  had  in  use  for  doing  his  ordi* 
nsij  work,  and  the  gang  of  men  under  him,  and  do  such  work. 
He  made  no  objection  to  doing  the  work  on  the  ground  thai 
it  was  dangerousy  or  that  he  had  not  sufficient  knowledge  or 
experience  to  do  the  sama  safely  to  himself  and  the  men  under 
his  charge.  Under  these  circumstances  it  seems  to  us  that 
no  negligence  can  be  attributed  to  the  company  for  directing 
him  to  do  the  work.  He  undertook  the  work  voluntarily, 
knowing  the  general  danger  of  the  employment,  and  the  rui« 
applicable  to  work  done  in  his  ordinary  employment  must  be 
i^lied  to  the  work  done  by  him  under  such  order. 

If  the  finding  of  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  com- 
prebend  the  dangers  incident  to  the  work  was  supported  by 
the  evidence,  it  cannot  alter  the  case.  That  fact  was  not 
made  known  to  the  d^ndant  at  the  time,  and  there  is  noth- 
ing  in  the  evidence  which  would  tend  to  show  the  defendant 
thai  the  plaintiff  had  not  sufficient  knowledge,  experience, 
and  skill  to  perform  the  work  safely  to  himself  and  those  in 
his  employ. 

That  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  upon  the  facts  proved  in 
this  case  is  well  settled  by  the  authorities  cited  by  the  learned 
coonsel  for  the  appellant:  MeOiwaU  v.  C.  8.  Bridge  Co.j  49 
Hich.  486;  8  Am.  A  Bng.  R.  R.  Cas.  185;  Warmdl  v.  Michigan 
Oeniral  R.  R.  Co,^  1  Am.  8t  Rep.  321;  Rummdl  v.  DOworth^ 
111  Pa.  St.  343,  845;  Leary  v.  Boston  and  Albany  R.  R.  Oo., 
188  ICass.  587;  52  Am.  Rep.  733;  Railroad  Co.  v.  FoH,  17 
Wall.  654,  658;  CahiU  v.  Hilton,  106  N.  Y.  512,  518;  8  Wood 
on  Railway  Law,  1487;  Wood  on  Master  and  Servant,  sea 
M4;  Jfay  Y.O.AQ.R.R  Co.,  10  Ont.  70. 

We  are  not  called  upon  in  this  case  to  determine  what  the 
role  would  be  if  the  employee,  when  ordered  to  do  work  which 
his  general  employment  did  not  require  him  to  do,  and  which 
was  dangerous  in  its  character,  objected  to  doing  the  work  on 
the  ground  of  want  of  experience  and  knowledge  sufficient  to 
enable  him  to  perform  the  work  with  safety  to  himself  and 
those  under  him,  and  notwithstanding  such  declaration  on  his 
t»art,  his  employer  insisted  upon  his  doing  it,  and  thereupon 
he  undertook  to  do  the  work  after  such  protest,  rather  than 

Am.  St.  Rep..  Vol.  V.  —  M 
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«abject  himself  to  the  risk  of  being  discharged  from  his  em- 
ployment. We  do  not  in  this  case  either  affirm  or  disaffirm 
the  role  stated  by  the  sopreme  court  of  Massachusetts  in 
Leary  v.  Boston  and  Albany  R.  R.  Co.j  139  liass.  587,  52  Am. 
Rep.  733y  upon  that  state  of  the  case.  All  we  decide  in  this 
case  iSy  that  when  an  employee  of  mature  years  and  of  ordi- 
nary  intelligence  and  experience  is  directed  to  do  a  temporary 
work  outside  of  the  business  he  has  engaged  to  do,  and  con- 
sents to  do  such  work,  without  objection  on  account  of  his 
want  of  knowledge,  skill,  or  experience  in  doing  such  work, 
no  negligence  of  the  employer  can  be  predicated  upon  that 
state  of  facts  alone. 

There  are  other  reasons  why  the  plaintLBT  ought  not  to 
recover  in  this  action.  He  was  not  directed  to  coujde  or  un- 
couple cars.  He  was  the  foreman  of  a  gang  of  men,  having 
in  charge  an  engine  and  some  one  to  do  the  coupling  and  un- 
coupling of  cars.  He  was  directed  to  take  the  engine  and  his 
men  and  do  the  switching  of  some  loaded  cars  in  the  defend- 
ant's yard.  The  order  did  not  direct  him  personally  to  do  the 
coupling  of  the  cars.  Again,  according  to  the  testimony  of 
the  plaintiff  himself,  he  was  not  injured  on  account  of  his 
inexperience  in  coupling  cars,  but  by  reason  of  a  defect  in  the 
car  be  attempted  to  couple  to  the  engine.  He  claims,  and  we 
are  inclined  to  think  his  claim  is  well  founded,  that  he  would 
not  have  been  injured  had  it  not  been  for  the  projecting  bolt 
or  rod  which  caught  his  glove  when  he  attempted  to  withdraw 
his  hand  from  the  place  of  danger. 

In  no  view  of  the  case  can  the  verdict  be  sustained,  except 
upon  the  theory  advanced  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  re- 
spondent, as  stated  above.  We  think  the  rule  of  liability,  as 
claimed  by  the  learned  counsel,  is  not  sustained  either  by 
authority,  or  upon  the  principles  of  law  applicable  to  emjdoyer 
and  employee.  Upon  the  undisputed  evidence  in  the  case,  and 
upon  the  findings  of  the  jury,  judgment  should  have  been 
rendered  in  favor  of  the  appellant. 

By  the  Court.  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  is  remanded,  with  directions  to  render 
judgment  for  the  defendant. 

Mascib  IB  LzABUi  TO  SsBTAiTT  when  the  bitter  ii  ordered  to  perfonn 
work  ontaide  his  ordinary  dntiea  and  is  injured*  nnlees  the  risks  are  ex- 
plained to  him,  and  thereafter  he  elects  to  perform  such  work:  Chicago  €tc^ 
Ji*y  Co.  ▼.  Harney,  92  Am.  Dec.  282;  Broderick  v.  Detroit  etc  Co,,  66  Am. 
Sep.  382;  see  also  Jonet  y.  Old  Dominion  Cotton  MilU,  3  Am.  St.  Bep.  02. 
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It  is  Dcrr  ov  llianR  to  Waxk  twASt  or  inezperioicdd  serrajit  of 
danger,  ulieii  ordering  lum  to  do  work  oat  of  bis  ordinary  eraployment: 
/(Met  ▼.  Old  DcnUmkm  Cotttm  MiOa,  8  Am.  St  Bep.  92,  and  note  100. 

MAsna'a  Qmubioh  to  Oitb  IiiaTfiiTcnoira  ooNanumvo  Dahoibs  of 
llACHmRT  DOB8  VOT  &IKDX&  HiM  BjBPOxaiBLB  foT  injoriaa  oaoaed  an 
employee,  a  boy  twelve  years  of  age,  and  of  aTerage  intelligenoe,  wbo  had 
▼orked  for  nearly  two  months  in  the  same  room  with  certain  "**t^'"^  in 
the  gearing  of  whidi  be  was  oanght  while  obeying  aa  order  of  the  oveteeer 
to  go  between  the  machines  to  look  for  a  tod,  and  to  hmry  mpt  driaek  ▼• 
MtrtkoHd^  W.  Co.,  4  Am.  St.  Bep.  307,  and  note  Sll. 


Spiess  V.  Neubbbg. 

(71  WlSOOKBEir,  27A.] 
HQHnnUD    BUTRT— SmKBQITXNTLT   AOQUISXD   TrLS   IVUBW  10   MOBT- 

OAOBB.  —  Where  a  party,  with  right  of  pre-emptioii  to  lands,  mortgages 
his  interest  for  a  ▼alnable  oonsideratiao,  and  afterwards  enters  as  tenant 
of  the  mortgagee,  and  while  so  in  poesession  makes  a  new  homestead 
entry,  oommntee  the  same,  provee  his  ooeapation,  pays  the  price,  and 
reoeivee  title,  snch  snbseqnently  acqnired  title  inures  to  the  benefit  of 
the  mortgagee,  and  becomes  a  lien  npon  the  land. 

H.  C.  CoLSTAD,  who  had  made  a  homestead  entry  on  certain 
lands,  assigned  all  his  interest  therein  to  the  defendant,  and 
gave  him  a  warranty  deed,  which  was  dnly  recorded.  De- 
fendant executed  a  mortgage  on  the  land  to  one  Stephenson, 
and  afterwards  executed  two  other  mortgages  to  plaintiff  on 
the  same  land.  The  Stephenson  mortgage  was  foreclosed, 
and  at  the  sale  plaintiff  was  the  purchaser  and  received  the 
sheriff's  deed,  but  did  not  obtain  the  legal  title,  as  the  same 
was  still  in  the  United  States.  Defendant  afterwards  entered 
as  tenant  under  plaintiff,  and  then  filed  a  new  homestead  en- 
try on  the  land,  commuted  the  same,  proved  his  occupancy, 
paid  the  government  price,  and  received  title.  This  action 
was  brought  to  enjoin  defendant  from  disposing  of  or  encum- 
bering the  land,  and  to  have  the  title  thereto  acquired  by  de- 
fendant inure  to  the  benefit  of  plaintiff.  The  court  refused  the 
relief  prayed  for,  and  plaintiff  appeals  from  the  judgment. 

John  J.  CoUf  for  the  appellant. 

0.  C.  PrenJtuB  and  Miller,  for  the  respondent 

Cassodat,  J.  Upon  the  fetcts  stated,  the  inferences  are  irre- 
sistible  that  Neuberg  has  been  in  the  possession  of  the  eighty 
ever  since  he  bought  out  Colstad  and  received  the  warranty 
deed  of  the  same,  May  14,  1877;  that  he  claimed  the  same  by 
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▼irtoe  of  such  porchase  and  deed  and  ibe  prior  homeBtead 
entry  of  Colitad  until  he  loet  the  same  hj  the  sheriff's  sale 
and  deed.  There  can  be  no  question  but  what  the  several 
mortgages  were  given  to  create. a  lien  upon  whatever  right, 
title,  and  interest  Neuberg  had  in  the  eighty  as  well  as  the 
other  lands,  and  that  the  respective  mortfptgees  advanced  their 
moneys  thereon  in  good  faith  and  with  the  expectation  of 
thereby  acquiring  adequate  security  for  the  same.  ITI^th  the 
same  good  faith  and  expectation,  and  to  save  her  own  mort- 
gages, the  plaintiff  manifestly  advanced  the  requisite  amount 
of  money  on  her  purchase  at  sheriff's  sale,  and  subsequently 
in  paying  taxes  on  the  land.  Prior  to  1886,  there  seems  to 
have  been  no  pretense  but  what  the  plaintiff  had  acquired 
whether  equitable  right,  title,  and  interest  in  the  eighty  Neu* 
berg  had  previously  possessed.  During  that  period  of  three 
and  a  half  years,  Neuberg  had  remained  in  possession  under 
and  in  subordination  to  such  equitable  right,  title,  and  in- 
terest of  the  plaintiffl  There  can  be  no  question  but  what 
Neuberg  made  the  entry  of  January  28, 1886,  and  the  com- 
mutation of  the  same,  December  15, 1886,  for  the  purpose  of 
cutting  off  such  equities  of  the  plaintiff  and  converting  the 
possession  which  he  thus  held  under  her  into  an  adverse 
possession  and  hostile  title.  This  was  held  to  be  legitimate 
by  the  trial  court,  on  the  theory  that  the  mortgages  were 
given  in  contravention  of  the  provisions  and  policy  of  the 
United  States  homestead  law. 

1.  While  the  title  remains  in  the  United  States,  it  is  un- 
doubtedly true  that ''  no  lands  acquired  under  the  provisiona 
of"  that  law  can  "in  any  event  become  liable  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  any  debt  contracted  prior  to  the  issuing  of  the  patent 
therefor."  Such  is  the  statute:  R.  S.  U.  S.,  sec.  2296.  This 
court  has  held  that  prior  to  such  issuance  of  a  patent  such 
lands  were  not  liable  to  attachment,  execution,  or  mechanic's 
lien:  Gile  v.  ffaUoek,  83  Wis.  523;  Paige  v.  Peters^  70  Id.  178. 
In  the  case  last  cited  it  is  said  in  the  opinion,  in  effect,  that 
the  right  of  the  occupant  of  such  lands  to  mortgage  his  in- 
terest in  the  same  does  "  not  come  within  the  prohibitioa  of 
the  federal  statutes  cited."  That  assertion  is  not  only  sus- 
tained by  the  authorities  there  cited,  but  others:  Nycum  v.  Mc- 
Allister,  38  Iowa,  374;  FuUer  v.  Ewni,  48  Id.  163;  Kirkaldie  v. 
Larrabeey  31  Cal.  456;  Orr  v.  Stewart,  67  Id.  275;  89  Am.  Dec 
205;  Cheney  v.  Whitey  5  Neb.  261;  25  Am.  Rep.  487;  Jones  v. 
Yoakaniy  5  Neb.  265.  We  are  not  aware  of  any  adverse  de- 
cision in  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States. 
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2.  But  the  same  chapter  of  the  Revised  Statates  of  the 
United  States  in  effect  provides  that  nothing  therein  '^  shall 
be  BO  construed  as  to  prevent  any  "  homesteader  '*  from  pay- 
ing the  minimam  price  for  the  quantity  of  land  so  entered,  at 
any  time  before  the  expiration  of  the  five  years,  and  obtaining 
a  patent  therefor  from  the  government,  as  in  other  cases  di- 
rected by  law,  on  making  proof  of  settlement  and  cultivation 
as  provided  by  law,  granting  pre-emption  rights  ":  R.  B.  U.  8., 
sec.  2801.  Having  commuted  under  that  section,  it  is  claimed 
that  Keuberg  is  entitled  to  all  the  benefits  and  was  subjected 
to  all  the  restraints  and  prohibitions  of  chapter  4  of  those 
statutes  entitled  "  pre-emptions."  Assuming  for  the  present 
that  when  Neuberg  made  the  several  mortgages  he  was  under 
the  same  disabilities  that  he  would  have  been  had  he  pre- 
viously pre-empted  the  eighty,  the  question  recurs  whether 
such  disabilities  were  such  as  to  avoid  the  mortgages.  That 
chapter  provides,  in  effect,  that  ''any  grant  or  conveyance 
which"  such  pre-emptor  *'may  have  made,  except  in  the  hands 
of  bona  fide  purchasers  for  a  valuable  consideration,  shall  be 
null  and  vdd,"  with  an  exception  not  material  here:  Id.,  sec. 
2262. 

But  that  provision  did  not  operate  as  a  disability,  since  the 
several  mortgagees  advanced  their  money  in  good  faith,  and 
the  plaintiff  bid  in  the  property  on  the  foreclosure  sale,  and 
paid  thereon  the  amount  of  money  stated  in  good  faith.  The 
same  section  required  such  pre-emptor,  before  being  allowed 
to  enter  the  lands,  to  take  the  requisite  oath,  among  other 
things,  to  the  effect  that  he  had  ''not  directly  or  indirectly 
made  any  agreement  or  contract,  in  any  way  or  manner,  with 
any  person  whatsoever,  by  which  the  title  which  he  might  ac- 
quire from  the  government  of  the  United  States  should  inure, 
in  whole  or  in  part,  to  the  benefit  of  any  person  except  him- 
self": R.  8.  XT.  S.,  sec  2262.  And  that  chapter  further  pro- 
vides that  "all  assignments  and  transfers  of  the  right  hereby 
secured,  prior  to  the  issuing  of  the  patent,  shall  be  null  and 
void":  Id.,  sec.  2263.  According  to  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States,  these  provisions  were  enacted  to  prevent  such 
pre-emption  rights  from  being  acquired  by  land  speculators: 
Myer9  v.  Croftj  13  Wall.  291.  In  that  case,  Mr.  Justice  Davis, 
speaking  for  the  court,  said:  "In  view  of  these  facts,  we  can- 
not suppose,  in  the  absence  of  an  express  declaration  to  that 
effect,  that  Congress  intended  to  tie  up  these  lands  in  the 
hands  of  the  original  owners  until  the  government  should 
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chooee  to  iBBue  the  patent.    If  it  had  been  the  purpoee  of 
CoDgresB  to  attain  the  object  contended  for,  it  would  have  de- 
clared the  lands  themselves  unalienable  until  the  patent  was 
granted.    Instead  of  this,  the  legislation  was  directed  against 
Uie  assignment  or  transfer  of  the  right  secared  by  the  act, 
which  was  the  right  of  pre-emption,  leaving  the  pre-emptor 
free  to  sell  his  land  after  the  entry,  if  at  that  time  he  was  in 
good  faith  the  owner  of  the  land  and  had  done  nothing  incon- 
sistent with  the  provisions  of  the  law  on  the  subject."    To  the 
same  effect,  Lessee  of  French  v.  Spencer,  21  How.  228;  Thred- 
gill  V.  Pintard,  12  Id.  24;  Landes  ▼.  Brant,  10  Id.  348.    These 
views  are  in  harmony  with  the  adjadications  of  this  court, 
wherein  it  has  been  held  that  such  pre-emptor,  having  made 
the  entry,  paid  his  money,  taken  his  receipt  or  certificate,  and 
recorded  the  same  (as  Colstad  did),  has  the  entire  equitable 
title  and  interest,  which  he  may  assign,  transfer,  and  convey 
at  pleasure;  and  that  the  legal  title  will  vest  in  his  grantee 
upon  the  issuing  of  the  patent:  DHUngham  v.  Fisher,  5  Wis. 
475;  Stephenson  v.  Wilson,  87  Id.  489.    In  Lamb  v.  Davenport, 
18  Wall.  807,  it  was  held  that,  *' unless  forbidden  by  some  posi- 
tive law,  contracts  made  by  actual  settlers  on  the  public  lands 
concerning  their  possessory  rights,  and  concerning  the  title  to 
be  acquired  in  future  from  the  United  States,  are  valid  as  be- 
tween the  parties  to  the  contract,  though  there  be  at  the  time 
no  act  of  Congress  by  which  the  title  may  be  acquired,  and 
though  the  government  is  under  no  obligation  to  either  of  the 
parties  in  regard  to  the  title.''    It  follows  from  these  several 
adjudications  that  Colstad  was  under  no  disability  which  pre- 
vented him  from  conveying  his  equitable  title  and  interest  in 
the  land  to  Neuberg,  and  that  the  latter  was  under  no  disabil- 
ity which  prevented  him  from  creating  valid  liens  thereon  by 
way  of  mortgages,  as  he  did.    These  things  being  so,  there 
can  be  no  question  but  what  such  equitable  right,  title,  and 
interest  passed  to  the  plaintiff"  by  such  foreclosure  sale  and 
sheriff's  deed. 

3.  The  plaintiff  having  thus  acquired  such  equitable  right, 
title,  and  interest  in  and  to  the  eighty,  was  she  divested 
of  the  same  by  the  subsequent  entry  and  commutation  by 
Neuberg  while  in  possession  as  her  tenant?  To  hold  that  she 
was,  would  be  the  consummation  of  a  gross  fraud  under  the 
guise  of  a  legal  right.  This  being  so,  it  should  not  be  sanc- 
tioned by  the  courts,  unless  forced  to  do  so  by  positive  law  or 
binding  authority.    Here  it  has  neither.    The  law  on  the  sub* 
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ject  Beems  to  be  pretty  well  settled  to  tbe  effect  that  where  the 
owner  of  Buch  equitable  right,  title,  and  intereBt  transferB  the 
same  by  way  of  mortgage  or  otherwise  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser 
for  a  YflJnable  consideration  fally  paid,  and  afterwards  acqaires 
the  legal  title  by  patent  from  the  United  States,  snch  legal  title 
at  once  inures  to  the  benefit  of  such  bona  fide  purchaser,  and 
estops  such  patentee  from  claiming  title  as  against  such  pur- 
chaser. This  is  sustained  by  tbe  authorities  already  cited. 
This  rule  is  well  illustrated  and  Btrongly  supported  by  Thred'^ 
ffUl  ▼.  Pintardj  eupra^  in  which  it  was  held  that  ^'wherQ  a 
settler  upon  the  public  lands  had  a  pre-emption  right  to 
them,  and  sold  them  to  a  person  who  again  sold  them  to  a 
third  party,  the  original  vendor  has  a  lien  upon  the  land  for 
the  balance  of  the  purchase-money  still  due,  and  can  enforce 
it  by  a  bill  in  chancery,  notwitbstuiding  the  yendee  has  taken 
out  a  patent  in  his  own  name  under  a  subsequent  pre-emption 
law."  So,  in  Lenee  of  French  ▼.  Spencer,  eupra,  it  was  held 
that  ''a  patent  to  the  original  beneficiary,  who  had  previously 
sold  his  right,  inured  to  the  benefit  of  the  purchaser,  and  re- 
lated back  to  the  date  of  the  entry;  and  the  heir  of  the  grantor 
in  such  a  deed  is  est(q[>ped  from  setting  up  a  legal  title  under 
the  patent"  See  also  Hughes  ▼.  United  StaUe,  4  Wall.  232. 
In  Orr  ▼.  Stewart^  mtpra,  the  homesteader,  after  haying  mort- 
gaged his  right,  title,  and  interest,  and  the  mortgage  foreclosed 
and  bid  in  by  the  mortgagee,  who  obtained  thereon  a  sheriff's 
deed,  commuted  his  homestead  entry  into  a  cash  entry,  as 
here,  and  paid  in  fuU  the  price,  and  received  a  duplicate  re- 
ceipt and  certificate  of  purchase  therefor;  but  it  was  held  that 
such  after-acquired  title  by  the  mortgagor  fed  the  mortgage, 
and  inured  to  the  benefit  of  the  mortgagee  and  purchaser  at 
such  foreclosure  sale. 

4.  Upon  the  principles  stated,  it  may  seem  that  the  plaintiff 
had  an  adequate  remedy  at  law,  and  hence  that  there  was  no 
necesdty  to  bring  this  action.  But  the  patent  gave  to  Neu- 
berg  the  apparent  legal  title  of  record;  and  some  of  the  facts 
which  make  that  title  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff  are 
not  of  record,  and  hence  there  is  a  necessity  of  establishing 
the  plaintiff's  right  to  the  land  by  an  adjudication. 

By  the  Coubt.  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  is  remanded,  with  directions  to  enter 
judgment  in  accordance  with  the  prayer  of  the  complaint. 

AmsrAix^mam  TnuB  Inuru  to  Bxnvfit  or  Mobtgaoee:  lioMch  v.  I>ech, 
SAm.  St.  lUp.  608^  and  note;  C^i  ▼.  ^ol^,  76  Am.  Deo.  449,  and  note  458. 
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Vallby  LuiiBBB  Company  v.  Smith. 

[71  Wnoomnt,  a04.j 

OoHiuioniro  EvxBiirGB.  —  Wbsbx  Testimont  n  ComuanHo  ^  to 
OoimtACr  Pbioi  Aobxmd  upon  at  oral  sale,  evidence  ii  ^mj— IKU  te 
ahoir  the  Tiliie  of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  as  tending  to 
■how  the  real  oontraet 

la  —  Wnns  Trnmoirr  n  OoRiuoiuro  aa  to  the  contract  pricey  and  aa 
to  whether  defendant  objected  to  an  account  preaontod,  it  is  emr  to 
BQppress  defendant's  evidence  and  ehaxge  that  where  no  objection  is 
made  to  an  account  rendered,  it  is  prima  fade  eyidence  of  ita  oorrect- 


Wana  Bvumnm  n  OoviuaxDio  as  vo  CknnaAor  Pbioie^  and  dafandant 
introdncaa  in  eTidsnce  a  ^n^mummakAnm  of  4ha  oontraat  whicii  he  teatifiaa 
he  made  at  the  time  of  ita  execntion  in  a  book  kept  .for  that  piiipoaB» 
and  rabh  evidence  is  nnimpeached,  it  is  error  to  cast  doabt  and  auapieiiGB 
upon  the  avidenoe,  and  to  call  the  special  attention  of  the  Jnxy  to  the 
fil  aniMMl  span  tika  i^f yriwfiitdiiin  ■ 


/.  J7.  Opdale  and  Jame$  Wtckhamj  tar  the  appeUaoto. 
IF.  F.  Botby,  for  the  recrpondent 

Obtqn,  J.  This  action  ia  brought  to  recover  a  certein  aom 
for  gooda,  wares,  aud  merchandise)  and  two  hundred  doUara 
for  the  use  or  lease  of  certain  logging-campa  dnring  the  winter 
of  1883  and  1884,  situated  on  a  certain  forty  acres  of  land  be- 
longing to  the  plaintiff,  which  had  been  denuded  of  its  timber 
or  stumpage.  The  only  matter  controverted  on  the  trial  was 
the  claim  for  two  hundred  dollars  for  the  use  of  said  logging- 
camps.  This  the  defendants  denied  in  their  answer.  The  only 
witness  for  the  plsintiff  on  that  question  was  one  Carson,  the 
president  of  the  plaintiff  company,  who  testtfied  that  the  con- 
tract for  the  use  of  the  logging-camps  was  made  by  him  when 
he  and  Smith,  one  of  the  defendants,  w&ee  alolie,  and  that 
such  was  the  contract.  The  defendant  Smith  testified  with 
great  positiveness  that  the  defendants  neiiier  made  any  such 
contract,  but  that  the  contract  was  that  the  defendants  ahonld 
pay  the  plaintiff  two  hundred  dollars  for  a  .good  title  of  the 
said  forty  acres  of  land,  with  the  old  camps  thenon,  which 
were  dilapidated  and  of  scarcely  any  value  whatever.  An- 
other witness,  who  claimed  to  have  been  present  when  the 
contract  was  made,  testified  that  the  said  Carson,  the  piesi- 
dent  of  the  company,  said:  "  I  will  do  better  by  you  than  by 
the  other  man.  I  will  give  you  the  logging-camps  and  the 
forty  acres  of  land;  the  camps  stand  on  for  two  hundred  dol- 
lars, and  give  you  title."    Another  witness  testified  that  he 
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heard  the  eaid  Carson  sabstantiallj  admit  that  he  had  sold 
the  defendants  the  camps  and  the  fortj  acres.  The  testimony 
tended  to  show  that  the  defendants,  the  winter  before,  had 
been  troobled  bgr  some  one  shutting  np  their  roads  across  the 
said  fertj-acre  lot,  which  they  used  in  their  logging  business 
on  other  lands  in  the  vicinity,  and  that  they  wished  therefore 
to  own  and  ha^e  full  control  of  that  lot,  so  as  to  prerent  such 
annoyance.  The  said  Carson,  on  cross^xamination,  testified 
that  '^Smith'a  object  was  to  parchase  those  camps,  and  get 
the  ferty  acros  of  land  on  which  they  stood,  so  that  he  might 
cratsdl  the  roads  on  account  of  this  trouble '';  and  he  forther 
testified:  *'  I  would  give  him  title  to  the  forty  acres  of  land  if 
I  had  known  he  wanted  it  It  would  not  have  been  any  detri- 
ment to  have  deeded  it  to  him.  I  would  not  give  bdm  the 
title  now  if  he  paid  the  money.    I  never  agreed  to." 

This  is  a  sufficient  statement  of  the  case  to  nbtom  the  per^ 
tineney  of  the  exeeptions.  The  jury  rondered  a  verdict  ibr 
the  pkintiff  of  $288.62,  presumably  fior  the  1200  for  the  use 
of  the  loggingHsamps,  and  interest.  To  reverse  the  judgment 
rendered  od  thie  verdict^  the  appellants  allege  the  following 
eimrs: — 

1.  The  appellants  offered  and  asked  questions  tending  to 
show  the  real  value  of  the  logging-camps  at  the  time,  and 
that  they  were  useless  to  the  plaintiff,  as  the  timber  had  all 
been  eut  off  the  forty  acres^  and  that  they  wero  not  in  a  con- 
dition to  use  until  repaired,  and  that  they  were  of  no  value 
whatever  for  the  purpose  of  corroborating  the  testimony  of  the 
defendant  Smith  and  of  the  other  witnesses  as  to  what  the 
contract  was.  The  court  sustained  the  objection  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  such  offer  and  questions.  This  was  clearly  erroneous. 
This  was  a  very  strong  case  for  the  application  of  the  rule 
that  such  corroboration  is  proper  when  there  is  a  direct  con- 
flict of  the  evidence  as  to  the  contract  price  to  be  paid  for  the 
property  in  question.  If  the  logging-camps  wero  of  the  value 
of  two  hundred  dollars  or  more,  then  the  plaintiff's  version  of 
the  contract  would  be  quite  probable  as  against  the  testimony 
fcr  the  defendants  that  such  consideration  was  to  include  the 
title  of  the  forty  acres  also.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  camps 
were  of  little  or  no  real  value  to  any  one,  then  the  testinM>ny 
of  the  defendants  would  be  quite  probable  as  against  the  tes- 
timony fer  the  plaintiff  that  the  defendants  agreed  to  pay  two 
hundred  dollars  ront  for  the  use  of  such  camps  for  one  winter. 
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This  la  agreeable  to  common  reason,  and  logical,  and  such  evi- 
dence is  approved  by  the  authorities. 

The  evidence  disapproved  in  Kvammen  v.  Meridean  MSH  Cc^ 
68  Wis.  899,  was  as  "to  the  nsnal  price  for  sawing  laths  the 
season  before."  It  did  not  relate  to  the  price  or  valne  of  the 
thing  itself,  which  was  the  subject  of  the  controversy  and  of 
the  contract.  In  that  case,  Mr.  Justice  Cassoday  said  in  the 
opinion:  "It  may  be,  as  intimated  by  Mr.  Justice  Codley  in 
Campau  v.  iforan,  81  Mich.  280,  that  where  the  evidence  ad- 
duced upon  both  sides  is  in  direct  conflict,  and  pretty  evenly 
balanced,  as  to  the  contract  price,  evidence  that  the  cost  of 
performance  was  greatly  in  excess  or  greatly  below  such  price 
might  afford  some  reasonable  ground  for  believing  thai  the 
contract  was  for  the  price  nearest  the  cost."  This  is  a  clear 
exposition  of  the  rule.  Mr.  Abbott,  in  his  work  on  trial  evi- 
dence, states  the  rule  as  follows:  "Where  the  testimony  is 
conflicting  as  to  what  was  the  price  agreed  upon  in  an  oral 
sale,  or  as  to  whether  there  was  any  agreement  as  to  price,  it 
is  competent  to  show  the  value  of  the  property  at  the  time  of 
the  sale  as  tending  to  show  what  the  real  contract  was":  Page 
805.  The  following  cases  are  dted  by  the  appellants  counsel 
as  supporting  this  rule:  BichardBon  v.  MeCMdrielf  48  Mich. 
476;  Mitner  v.  DarUng^  44  Id.  488;  Raueh  v.  5c&oS,  68  Pa.  St. 
284;  AUisan  v.  Homing,  22  Ohio  St  188;  Swain  v.  Cheney,  41 
N.  H.  282;  Moore  v.  Davis,  49  Id.  45;  6  Am.  Bep.  460;  Kidder 
V.  SmUhj  84  Vt.  294;  Johnson  v.  Harder,  46  Iowa,  677;  Brad- 
bury V.  Dtoight,  8  Met.  81. 

2.  The  court,  in  charging  the  jury,  after  reciting  the  testi- 
mony of  Carson,  the  president  of  the  company,  that  he  had 
presented  to  the  defendants  a  bill  or  account  containing  this 
charge  of  two  hundred  dollars  for  the  use  of  the  camps,  and 
that  the  defendants  made  no  objections  to  it,  but  kept  f^e  bill, 
said  to  the  jury:  "Where  a  statement  of  account  is  rendered, 
and  nothing  is  said  about  it,  and  no  objections  made,  of  course 
that  is  prima  fade  evidence  of  the  correctness  of  the  bilL 
....  It  is  a  sort  of  admission  on  his  part  of  the  correctness 
of  the  bill."  Aside  from  the  fact  that  this  claim  is  not  a  mat- 
ter of  book-account,  or  of  an  account  rendered  or  bill  pre- 
sented, but  the  subject  of  a  special  contract,  and  such  a  prin- 
ciple of  law  has  no  application  to  it,  it  was  unfair  for  the 
court  to  ignore  or  suppress  the  testimony  of  the  defendant 
Smith,  that  he  did  at  the  time  object  and  insist  that  he  had 
never  hired  or  rented  the  camps,  but  that  he  had  bought  tlie 
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forty  acres,  with  the  camps  upon  it.  The  jtuy  mij^t  forget 
that  evidence,  and  from  this  charge  of  the  court  take  it  for 
granted  that  the  defendants  had  assented  to  the  claim  by  not 
objecting  to  it,  and  might  have  been,  and  probably  were^ 
thereby  misled  as  to  the  evidence. 

8.  The  defendant  Smith  testified  that  he  made  a  memoran- 
dum  of  the  contract  of  the  purchase  of  the  forty  acres  and 
the  camps  on  it  at  the  time  in  a  memorandum-book  which  he 
kept  for  such  matters  of  business,  and  said  memorandum  was 
introduced  in  evidence.  The  court,  in  commenting  upon  this 
evidence  to  the  jury,  and  after  saying  ''that  it  tended  to  show 
that  he  [Smith]  was  not  mistaken  as  to  what  the  contract 
was,"  said:  ^* Of  course,  if  he  really  made  that  memorandum,'^ 
etc.  "You  have  beard  the  criticisms  of  counsel  upon  that 
memorandum.  It  is  your  duty  to  consider  whether  that  was 
reaDy  a  memorandum  made  at  that  time."  This  was  very 
unfair,  as  well  as  a  very  serious  enor. 

There  was  no  evidence  tending  to  impeach  the  credibility  of 
the  defendant  Smith  in  respect  to  his  having  made  at  the  time 
this  momorandum,  or  tending  to  cast  any  suspicion  upon  hit 
evidence  in  that  respect.  The  court  cast  suspicion  and  doubt 
upon  this  evidence,  without  any  other  grounds  than  the  unre- 
strained and  groundless  criticisms  of  the  opposing  counsel  in 
his  argument.  The  attention  of  the  jury  is  not  called  to  the 
testimony  on  this  point,  except  with  an  unauthorized  proviso, 
"if  he  really  made  the  memorandum,"  and  ''  whether  it  was 
really  made  at  that  time."  But  the  special  attention  of  the 
jury  is  called  to  Hhe  criticisms  of  counsel  upon  that  memo* 
randum." 

There  are  other  errors  assigned,  but  they  may  not  occur 
upon  another  trial,  and  are  not  very  material.  We  are  in- 
clined to  think  that  if  the  above  errors  had  not  been  commit- 
ted, the  verdict  would  have  been  in  £Etvor  of  the  defendants. 

By  the  Coubt.  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  re- 
versed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  a  new  triaL 


Coirnucr  or  fiUiJ^  purol  flvidenoe  is  admiwihU  to  prorex  ifoon  v. 
teifa^  6  Ahl  Rep.  4Sa 
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SMuanaan  ov  PfeoputTT,  Mabb  Pobsuaht  to  a  Bavxbuvt  Act,  th« 
Miignfin  bdng  in  effect  en  oAoer  of  the  ooiirt»  Hid  the  ■erijimd  prop- 
erty being  in  etuiodia  legi»,  and  edmmistered  bj  and  under  direction  of 
the  eoort^  haa  no  eztraterritorial  effbet  ao  ae  to  defeat  an  attaohment 
levied  upon  property  in  another  atata^  nnder  the  lawa  of  that  atate,  by 
a  creditor  of  the  aangnor. 

Ououor  or  Lawb.  —  AflHonaHT  sr  DnsoK  mkTVn  PlonMrr  or  Both 
Wnooiranr  avd  MniitaOTA,  made  nnder  the  inaolvent  law  of  flio  latter 
state,  does  not  affect  property  of  the  •Hg"^*'  aitnated  In  Wieconam. 

Acnov  to  teoover  the  prooeeds  of  *  sale  of  personal  ptop- 
ertj  BMsed  in  Wiacoodn  by  one  Campbell,  as  sheriff,  under 
attachment  proeeedings  sued  out  by  one  Johnson  against 
property  of  Gillespie  and  Harper,  partoers,  owning  property* 
and  doing  business  in  Minnesota  and  Wiseonsin.  By  agree- 
ment, the  sheriff  made  the  sale  and  retained  the  proceeds, 
subject  to  the  judgment  of  the  eouil  Johnson  obtadned  judg- 
ment against  said  partners,  issued  execution,  and  the  sheriff 
levied  upon  said  proceeds.  HoOlure,  the  plaintiff,  claims 
said  proceeds  under  an  assignment,  made  to  him  by  Gillespie 
and  Harper,  in  Minnesotai  under  the  insolvent  laws  of  that 
state.  MoCluie,  Johnson,  and  the  firm  of  Gillespie  and  Har- 
per are  and  ireie  residents  of  the  state  of  Minnesota  when  the 
assignment  was  made.  The  coort  held  that  plaintiff  took  no 
title  to  the  property  seised  and  sold  in  Wisconsin,  and  plain- 
tiff appeals. 

Fayette f  Manh^  <vnd  Roy.  8.  Seed^  for  the  appellant 
JI.  L.  Humphrey f  for  the  respondent 

Lyon,  J.  Chapter  148  of  the  General  Laws  of  Minnesota 
for  1881,  under  which  the  assignment  in  question  was  made, 
is  entitled  "An  act  to  preyent  debtors  from  giving  preference 
to  creditors,  and  to  secure  the  equal  distribution  of  the  prop- 
erty of  debtors  among  their  creditors,  and  for  the  release  of 
debts  against  debtors."  The  act  provides  that  whenever  the 
property  of  any  debtor  shall  be  attached  or  levied  upon  by 
any  writ  or  process  from  a  court  of  record  of  that  state  in 
favor  of  any  creditor,  or  garnishment  made  against  any 
debtor,  such  debtor  may,  within  ten  days  after  such  levy 
or  garnishment,  "make  an  assignment  of  all  his  property  and 
estate,  not  exempt  by  law,  for  the  equal  benefit  of  all  his 
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ciediton,  in  proportkm  to  their  retipeetive  valid  daiaas,  who 
shall  file  raleaaea  of  their  dehAi  and  daittfl  againat  such 
debtora,  aa  hereinafter  pnyridad.''  The  act  then  providea 
that,  upon  sach  assignment  being  made,  the  attachments, 
le^,  or  gamiahmenta  eball  be  diaaolved,  and  the  ofBeer  shall 
daliTer  the  property  to  the  assignee,  unless  the  latter  elect  to 
retain  the  proosas  for  the  benefit  of  all  such  cieditora:  Sec.  1. 
It  ia  further  provided  in  section  10  that  '^no  creditor  of  any 
insdvent  debtor  shall  receive  any  benefit  under  the  pttmaiona 
of  this  acty  cor  any  payment  of  any  share  <^  the  proeeods  of 
the  debtor's  estate,  unless  he  sbaU  first  have  filed  with  the 
dsrk  of  the  diatrict  courts  in  consideration  of  the  benefits  of 
the  proviaiocia  of  thia  act,  a  release  to  the  debtor  of  all  claima 
other  than  auch  ae  may  be  paid  under  the  psoviaiona  of  thia 
act  ibr  the  benefit  of  such  ddbter;  and  theieupon  the  court  or 
judge  may  direct  that  judgment  be  entered  diaehsorging  such 
dsbtor  from  all  claims  or  debts  held  by  creditors  who  shall 
have  filed  such  rdeaaes/' 

Within  ten  days  beAnre  the  asaiipiment  to  the  plaintiff  waa 
executed,  the  property  of  Gillespie  and  Harper  in  Minnesota 
was  seised  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  attachment  issued  out  of  a 
coart  of  record  of  that  state. 

Another  statute  of  Minnesota  (Gten.  Stata.,  c.  41)  gbrea  the 
IHOcedure  for  making  geneeal  assignments  fiir  the  benefit  of 
creditors.  Its  pnmsiona  are  not  unlike  chapter  80  of  our  Be* 
vised  Statutea,  entitled  *'<  Of  Vehmtary  Assignments." 

The  contention  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  is,  that  the  inatru- 
nent  under  which  the  plaintiff  claims  to  recover  the  proceeda 
of  the  property  in  question  is  essentially  a  voluntary  assign- 
ment by  Grilleque  and  Harper  for  the  benefit  of  their  cred- 
itees;  and  that  it  ia  &  valid  conveyance  to  the  assignee  of  all 
the  personal  property  of  the  asdgnora,  wherever  the  same 
may  bo  atoated.  In  other  words,  their  position  is  that^  in 
respect  to  personal  property,  the  U»locic(miractu$giaw9TnMy  and 
an  assignment  valid  under  the  laws  of  the  state  in  which  it 
was  executed  is  valid  everywhese. 

The  contention  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  (who  represents 
the  creditor  Johnson)  is,  that  the  instrument  is  not  a  volun- 
tary assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  that  term  as  used  in  the  common  law,  or  in  ohapier  41 
of  the  Minnesota  statute,  or  chapter  80  of  our  Revised  Stat- 
utes, but  is  part  of  a  statutory  prooeeding  in  insolvency,  look- 
ing to  a  full  discharge  of  the  debts  of  the  insolvent  without  full 
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pAjment  thereof, — *  temilt  which  cannot  fellow  a  Tolantary 
assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors;  and  ftiriher,  sach 
being  the  natnre  of  the  proceeding,  the  assignment  has  no 
effe<5t  beyond  the  territorial  limits  of  the  state  in  which  it  is 
made,  and  in  which  the  assignor  resides.  It  is  also  denied 
that  it  has  any  such  extraterritorial  effect,  even  though  it  be 
a  voluntary  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors. 

The  question  as  to  the  character  of  the  instrument  under 
which  the  plaintifi*  claims  has  been  determined  by  the  su- 
preme  court  of  Minnesota  in  Jenh  ▼.  LvMen^  34  Minn.  482, 
and  other  cases  therein  cited.  In  JenH  v.  LvMen^  Mipra,  the 
court  says:  *'Our  act  of  1881  is,  as  we  have  repeatedly  held, 
a  bankrupt  act;  the  assignee  being,  in  effect,  an  officer  of  the 
court,  and  the  assigned  property  being  in  cusU^dia  legis  and 
administered  by  the  court  or  under  its  direction:  Wendell  t. 
Lebonf  80  Minn.  234;  In  re  Mannj  82  Id.  60;  Lord  v.  ifeaehemj 
82  Id.  66;  Bennett  y.  Dewny^  83  Id.  630;  Simon  ▼.  Manny  83 
Id.  412."  Thus  it  will  be  seen  that  although  an  assignment 
under  chapter  148  of  the  Statutes  of  Minnesota  for  1881  in  a 
certain  sense  is  voluntary,  in  that  the  debtor  is  not  compelled 
to  make  it, — a  feature  common  to  many,  perhaps  most,  in* 
solvent  laws,  including  those  of  this  state  (R.  S.,  c.  179),  — 
still  that  court  holds  it  to  be,  in  substance  and  legal  effect,  an 
assignment  by  operation  of  the  statute  thus  held  to  be  a  bank- 
rupt law,  executed  as  a  part  of  the  procedure  in  the  adminis- 
tration of  that  law.  We  regard  the  above  acyndioatiofis  of 
the  supreme  court  of  Minnesota,  giving  construction  to  their 
act  of  1881,  as  binding  upon  this  court,  and  hence  shall  not 
examine  or  discuss  the  argument  of  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
against  the  accuracy  of  such  construction.  We  will  <mly  say 
that  our  consideration  of  the  subject  has  inclined  us  to  think 
that  the  court  construed  the  act  correctly.  '-^ 

Our  conclusion  as  to  the  character  of  the  instrument  in  f! 
question  renders  it  quite  unnecessary  to  determine  whether  a  ^t 
voluntary  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  executed  in 
Minnesota  by  a  resident  of  that  state,  pursuant  to  chapter  41, 
passes  to  the  assignee  title  to  personal  property  named  in 
such  assignment  having  a  eitw  in  this  state.  This  question 
was  very  fiiUy  argued  by  the  respective  counsel,  and  their 
citations  of  authorities  (to  which  we  add  Mowry  v.  Crockery  6 
Wis.  326)  will  be  preserved  in  the  official  report  of  the  case. 

The  only  remaining  question  (and  it  is  the  controlling  quee- 
tion  in  the  case)  is.  Has  an  assignment  of  property,  made 
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pDnnant  to  a  bankrupt  act,  the  assignee  being  in  effect  an 
officer  of  the  conrt,  and  the  assigned  property  being  in  cu$todia 
Ugis  and  administered  by  or  under  the  direction  of  the  court, 
any  extraterritorial  effect?  That  is  to  say,  should  the  courts 
of  this  state  recognize  such  an  assignment  as  a  valid  transfer 
to  the  assignee  of  personal  property  in  this  state,  and  thus  de* 
feat  an  attachment  levied  upon  it  pursuant  to  the  laws  of  this 
state  by  a  creditor  of  the  assignor?  We  think  the  question  is 
not  affected  by  the  fact  that  the  property,  when  seised,  was  in 
the  possession  of  the  assignee,  or  that  the  attaching  creditor 
is  a  resident  of  the  state  in  which  the  insolvency  or  bank- 
mptcy  proceedings  were  had. 

The  cases  on  this  subject  are  very  numerous.  No  review  of 
them  will  here  be  attempted.  While  some  of  them  may, 
under  special  circumstances,  extend  the  rule  of  comity  to  such 
a  case,  and  thus  give  an  extraterritorial  effect  to  somewhat 
similar  assignments,  we  are  satisfied  that  the  great  weight  of 
authority  is  the  other  way.  The  rule  in  this  country  is,  we 
think,  that  assignments  by  operation  of  law  in  bankruptcy  or 
insolvency  proceedings,  under  which  debts  may  be  oompulso- 
rily  discharged  without  fiill  payment  thereof^  can  have  no 
le^  operation  out  of  the  state  in  which  suoh  prooeedings 
were  had.  This  rule  is  laid  down  in  Bunill  on  Assignments, 
5th  ed^  p.  458,  sec  803,  and  numerous  oases  tie  dted  in  the 
note  to  that  section  in  support  of  it. 

An  application  of  the  above  rule  to  this  ease  negatives  the 
plaintiff's  right  to  recover  in  the  aetioo* 

By  the  Coubt.  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is 
affirmed. 


mma  Ssin  BAvnton  L4ws»8BEBASBmioBiAL  Bmof 
or:  WaUenY.  WMOotk,  76  Am.  Dm.  S07,  note 816;  Brfomw.  JMtbim,  72  Id. 
219,  and  nofee;  note  to  Eat^ford  ▼.  Paine^  78  Id.  SM»  007,  iNfttiiig  the  topio 
at  kngth;  aee  abo  TkmrtUm  ▼.  Bom^fM,  07  Id.  861,  and  note;  BmO^  ▼. 
Wmamort^  07  Id.  871,  and  nofee;  WiUer  ▼.  Maddox,  60  Am.  Rep.  617,  and 
foot^iob;  Jfoore  ▼.  Ckmdk,  69  Id.  480.  In  theae  oaaaa  the  Tariooa  nUinga 
will  be  foond,  tbe  aathoritiea  not  being  hannanicma.  In  AmAAV  Apptal,  117 
P^  St  80^  and  Oi^  ▼.  £ettNV»  88  Ky.  641^  it  U  hdd  that  a  Yolnntary  aaaign- 
BMQt  for  the  bemaftt  of  erediton  In  one  atate  will  paaa  title  to  peraonalty  in 
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Pabkbb  V.  Hull. 

(71  Wnoomni,  868.J 

lCiiriKB-*-IhwiBa  ov  Psoof.  —To  Ebtabush  MmrAX^  ptrty  ailogiqg  it 
nut  pvoT»  it  dttrl J  and  ntufwtorily,  sad  pacliafs  bajond  a  Tmmmr 
able  doubt;  and  to  chargd  that  to  estabiiah  miataka  tba  avidnMa  in  ita 
fayor  moat  be  mora  weighty,  convincinj^  or  aatiafactory  than  the  evi- 
dence of  the  other  party  ia  error,  aa  a  mere  preponderance  of  evidence 
it  not  aaffieient. 

Bbbovboub  Ghaboi.  -*- WasBB  Cobrbot  Bulk  is  Bbovlv  SsafBD  in  tiie 
beginning  of  a  charge,  bat  it  afterwarda  ovetroled  and  ohangad,  and  ao^ 
inoorrect  role  aabatitoted  and  impreaaed  upon  the  jury,  ao  aa  to  prbbaUj 
inflnenoe  it,  the  whole  chazge  ia  error. 

John  Barker  J  for  the  appellant 

0.  StevenSj  for  the  respondent. 

Obton,  J.  This  action  is  brought  to  lecoTer  the  som  of 
9283,  the  balance  due  upon  a  certain  $800  note  given  by  the 
respondent  to  the  appellant  in  part  for  the  purchase  of  one 
third  interest  in  a  grist  or  roller  mill,  in  the  city  of  Baraboo. 
The  defendant  claims  that  there  was  a  mistake  made  at  the 
time,  in  calculating  the  amount  that  should  be  put  into  said 
note,  by  not  deducting  from  said  amount  of  $800  the  sum  of 
$288  for  certain  prodts  that  the  mill  had  made,  which  at  that 
time  were  not  estimated  or  ascertained,  but  were  oontem]dat6d 
by  the  agreement  of  the  parties.  The  jury  found  that  snch 
mistake  wshi  made,  and  therefore  found  for  the  defendant 

1.  The  appellant  claims  that  the  verdict  is  against  the  law 
and  the  evidence.  We  think  that  the  evidence  tended  to  prove 
that  there  was  a  mutual  mistake  of  fact  in  determining  the 
amount  that  should  be  put  into  the  note,  as  claimed  by  the 
respondent,  and  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  preolade 
our  interference  witii  the  mrdict  on  that  ground. 

2.  The  contention  of  the  learned  counsel  of  the  appellant 
is,  that  the  learned  judge  before  whom  this  cause  was  tried 
erroneously  instructed  the  jury  as  to  the  degree  or  quantum 
of  evidence  necessary  to  establish 'the  alleged  miatake.  At 
the  request  of  the  appellant's  counsel,  the  jury  were  first  in- 
structed that,  ''in  order  to  establish  a  mistake,  the  proof 
thereof  must  be  clear,  satisfactory,  and  convincing."  This 
was  strictly  correct.  But  this  brief  statement  of  an  abstract 
legal  principle,  disconnected  from  any  other  part  of  the  in- 
structions, and  made  before  the  main  and  general  instructions 
were  in  form  addressed  to  the  jury,  would  not  be  likely  to  make 
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a  very  strong  or  lasting  impression  apon  their  minds.  The  fol- 
lowing instruction  was  the  last  one  giyen,  and  upon  the  de- 
clared subject  of  the  *' burden  of  proof,"  and  would  be  likely^ 
to  be  intently  listened  to  and  well  remembered,  as  the  corrects 
rale  by  which  the  testimony  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  should 
be  measured.  This,  as  the  true  rule,  is  stated  deliberately^ 
impressively,  and  at  considerable  length,  and  made  specially 
applicable  to  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  it  was  illustrated  and 
explained  so  that  the  jury  must  have  clearly  understood  it.. 
The  instruction  was  as  follows:  ^'The  burden  of  proof  is  upon^ 
the  defendant  to  establish  the  &ct  that  such  a  mistake  as  ho 
claims  was  in  fiEu^t  made,  and  that  this  note  was  given  for  $283^ 
more  than  it  should  have  been  by  virtue  of  the  terms  of  the 
contract  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  By  burdea 
of  proof  is  simply  meant  this:  When  a  party  avers  a  thing 
which  is  denied  by  his  opponent,  we  say  the  party  who  avers 
the  fact  to  exist  must  take  upon  himself  the  trouble  or  burden 
of  proving  it;  and  when  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  a  party,, 
he  is  bound  to  establish  the  fact  which  he  alleges,  and  tho 
other  party  denies,  by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence;  and 
by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence  is  simply  meant  that  the 
evidence  which  the  party  produces  in  favor  of  the  fact  which, 
he  affirmatively  avers,  and  which  is  denied  by  his  opponent, 
must  be  more  weighty,  convincing,  and  satisfactory  than  the 
proof  adduced  by  the  other  party  by  way  of  answer  or  by  way 
of  overcoming  such  affirmative  proof."  The  jury  then  retired 
with  this  rule  firesh  in  memory. 

It  was  incumbent  upon  the  defendant  to  correct  and  sur- 
charge an  account,  to  reform  a  written  instrument,  or  to  estab- 
lish a  mistake.  The  rule  recognized  by  all  courts  in  such  cases 
is,  that  the  party  alleging  the  mistake  must  prove  it  clearly 
and  satisfactorily,  and,  some  courts  hold,  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt  A  mere  preponderance  of  evidence  is  not  sufficient 
To  be  more  weighty,  convincing,  or  satisfactory  than  the  evi- 
dence of  the  other  party  is  not  the  rule;  for  that  would  be 
simply  the  rule  of  preponderance:  Abbott's  Trial  Evidence,. 
463;  Towdey  v.  Denison^  45  Barb.  490;  Klauber  v.  Wright,  52 
Wis.  303;  Welia  v.  Ogdeny  80  Id.  637;  Stockbridge  Iron  Co.  v. 
Hvdwa  Iron  Co.^  102  Mass.  45;  Ely  v.  Early,  94  N.  C.  1.  la 
Bond  V.  Dorseyj  65  Md.  810,  the  language  is,  that  the  evidence 
must  be  "clear  and  overwhelming";  citing  Oroffy,  Rohrer,  35" 
Id.  327;  MendenhaU  v.  Stecldy  47  Id.  454;  28  Am.  Rep.  481;. 
Btard  v.  Hvbble,  9  Gill,  430.    The  learned  counsel  of  the  re-^ 
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spondent  Tiiiually  admits  in  his  brief  thai  such  is  the  role, 
but  oontends  that  snch  rale  was  given  in  the  first  plaoe,  and 
the  wfa<de  charge  must  be  taken  together.  Tlie  tioable  is,  that 
the  correct  rale,  so  briefly  stated  in  the  beginning,  was  aft«> 
wards  overruled  and  changed,  and  the  incorrect  ralci  of  a 
mere  preponderance  of  the  evidence,  subetituted  and  \mr 
]>re88ed  upon  the  jury,  and  they  were  quite  probably  influ- 
-enced  by  it.  Which  rule  should  they  regard, — the  first  or 
ihe  laetf  To  say  the  least  of  it,  the  evidence  to  establish  the 
mistake  was  not  of  the  clearest  or  most  convincing  character 
•or  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  On  account  of  this  error  in 
the  charge,  the  jodgment  will  have  to  be  reversed. 

By  the  Court.    The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  re- 
Tersed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  a  new  triaL 


Ifivmnrca  to  Jvwnwr  Eiuxv  on  ihe  groond  of  miiteke  miut  bo  dear, 
maeqiiiTooal,  and  dodslTe:  Attm  ▼.  Mier,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  68;  Hutddnaom  ▼. 
Aitmotrih,  S  Id.  S28,  md  note  828. 

IiieuiiBUfi'MBT,  Oonvueniio,  oa  lIisLBADnio  Lugauunpro  abm  Sbb^wb- 
euB:  Borm  t.  AoH^  81  Am.  Doe.  AM,  note  SOS;  Adam$  ▼.  Caprom,  83  Id. 
I6S;  Smdkmn  B.B.C0.  ▼.  KmMA.  90  Id.  882;  Aotev.  Bmhatm,  92  Id.  416; 
f^OMpiOii  V.  Tkamfton,  98  Id.  638»  end  notee  to  ih< 
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(71  Wteoovm,  872.] 

CoKiiDir  CABBnot  or  LEVMRoaB;  What  Ooamiuni. — Bailioed  oom- 
pony  engaged  in  transporting  liTo-stook  over  its  road,  and  aeooetomod  to 
honiah  enitable  oars  therefor,  apon  reasonable  notioe,  whenerer  within 
its  power  to  do  «o^  and  holding  itself  out  to  the  pnUio  as  saoh  oanaar 
lor  hire  upon  the  terms  and  conditions  prescribed  in  the  written  con- 
traste  with  ahippera,  is  a  common  carrier  of  liTe-stoflk»  with  snch  restrio- 
tiiQBS  and  limitetions  of  its  common-law  liability  as  arise  from  the 
instinotsy  habits,  propensities,  wants,  necessities,  vices,  or  looomotion  of 
snoh  ajnitnals  under  snch  eontraota  of  carriage. 

CoMWur  Caebixb  or  Livx-8took  iob  Has,  holding  itself  oat  to  the  pnb- 
lio  as  snch,  onder  the  restrictions  and  limitations  namod  in  ito  oontraoU 
with  shippers,  is  boond  to  famish  suitable  cars  for  snch  stock,  upon  rea- 
sonable notice,  whenever  it  can  do  so  with  reasonable  diligence^  without 
Jeopardizing  its  other  business  as  such  common  carrier. 

BuBiKBi  OF  Pboof  18  iTPOV  Ck>KM0N  Cabboee  OF  Livs-«roGK  to  afaow  that 
it  ooold  not,  with  reasonable  diligence  and  without  jeopaidiring  ito 
other  business,  have  furnished  oars  for  the  trani^ortotion  of  snoh  stock 
at  the  time  ordered  and  upon  the  notice  given. 

COMX ON  Cabbixb  Owes  Samb  Dutt  Relativbly  to  all  shippers  at 
of  the  same  business  importance  as  to  snpplj^g  oaf%  and  no 
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mndi  less  any  one  ahipper,  bas  thsri^t  to  4w«wnaiMl  tho  «ntire 
of  tbo  carrier  to  the  exdmnon  of  other  stationa  and  ■hippare^  bat  the 
eara  mnat  be  so  diatribnted  at  the  di£ferent  atationa  as  may  be  in  propor* 
tion  to  tiie  ordinary  business  reqnirenMnta  at  the  tima,  in  order  that 
shipments  may  be  made  with  roasonabla  oelarity. 

Coiaioir  Gabxidu  or  Lits-«took— Dcmr  to  Fvbhibh  Cam  ok  Notiob. 
•»  WImto  a  shipper  applies  to  a  carrier  of  live-stook  for  eera  to  be  fnr- 
nished  at  a  time  and  station  named,  the  carrier  most  inform  the  shipper 
within  a  reasonable  time,  if  practicable,  whether  it  is  unable  to  so  far- 
nish,  and  if  it  fails  to  giTe  snch  notice,  and  has  indnoed  the  shipper  to 
believe  that  the  can  will  be  in  readiness  at  the  tuna  and  place  named* 
and  the  ahipper,  relying  thereon,  is  present  with  hia  liTo-stock  at  such 
time  and  place,  snd  finds  no  cars,  the  carrier  is  liaUe  in  damages. 

Damaoxs  AOAniaT  Common  Cabbixb  of  Liyx-bioox  for  delay  in  transporta- 
tion ia  limited  to  the  expense  of  keeping,  shrinksge,  and  depreciation  in 
▼sine  of  the  stock  daang  each  delay. 

Damages  for  delay  in  transporting  liye-stock.  From  the 
special  verdict,  it  appears  that  the  defendant  railroad  com- 
pany was  a  common  carrier  of  live-stock;  that  plaintiff  noti« 
fied  defendant's  agents  at  La  Valle  and  Beedsborg,  two 
stations  on  the  line  of  its  road,  that  he  would  require  seven 
cars  on  October  17, 1882,  for  the  transportation  of  live-stock 
to  Chicago.  Such  notice  was  given  on  October  13, 1882,  was 
reasonable,  and  stated  that  four  cars  would  be  loaded  at  La 
Valle,  and  three  cars  would  be  loaded  at  Reedsburg.  Defend- 
ant's agents  promised  to  order  said  cars,  and  have  them  in 
readiness  at  the  time  and  places  named.  Two  cars  were  fur- 
nished at  Keedsburg  on  October  17,  and  one  on  October  19, 
1882.  Four  cars  were  fnrmshed  at  La  Valle  on  October  19, 
1882.  Two  cars  were  furnished  as  soon  as  possible,  but  the 
other  five  were  not.  Plaintiff  had  no  notice  before  October 
17, 1882,  that  all  the  cars  would  not  be  furnished  as  ordered, 
and  he  was  at  the  respective  stations  mentioned  at  the  date 
named  with  sufficient  live-stock  to  load  all  the  cars.  The 
jury  returned  a  verdict  for  $826.97  damages  in  favor  of  plain- 
tiff, for  depreciation  in  value,  care,  and  feeding,  and  shrinkage 
on  the  stock,  caused  by  the  delay  in  their  transportation. 
Judgment  was  entered  accordingly,  and  defendant  appealed. 
Other  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

JL  O.  Jmiaifit,  and  WuMerAimi  SmiUk^  tor  iha  appelknt 
6.  StwenBj  for  the  respondents. 

GAMODtiT,  J.  There  is  no  findinff  of  any  agrasmeDt  on  tiia 
part  of  the  defondattt  to  have  the  cars  in  raadiness  at  the  sta- 
tions on  Tuesday  morning,  October  17,  1882.    There  is  no 
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testimony  to  support  such  a  finding.  One  of  the  plaintiffs 
testified,  in  efiect,  that  he  told  the  agent  that  he  would  want 
the  cars  on  the  morning  of  the  day  named;  that  the  agent 
took  down  the  order,  put  it  on  his  book,  and  said:  "All  right/' 
he  would  try  and  get  them,  but  that  they  were  short  because 
they  were  then  using  more  cars  for  other  purposes;  that  noth- 
ing more  was  said.  It  appears  in  the  case  that  the  cars  were 
in  fact  furnished.  It  also  appears  that,  as  the  shipments  were 
made,  special  written  contracts  therefor  were  entered  into  be- 
tween the  parties,  whereby  it  was,  in  effect,  agreed  and  under- 
stood that  the  plaintiffs  should  load,  feed,  water,  and  take  care 
of  such  stock  at  their  own  expense  and  risk,  and  that  they 
would  assume  all  risk  of  injury  or  damage  that  the  animals 
might  do  to  themselves  or  each  other,  or  which  might  arise  by 
delay  of  trains;  that  the  defendants  should  not  be  liable  for 
loss  by  jumping  from  the  cars  or  delay  of  trains  not  caused 
by  the  defendant's  negligence.  The  court,  in  effect,  charged 
the  jury  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant  causing  delay  in  any  train  after  ship- 
ment, and  hence  that  the  delay  of  the  two  cars  admitted  to 
have  been  furnished  in  time  was  not  before  them  for  consid- 
eration. This  relieves  the  case  from  all  liability  on  contract. 
It  also  narrows  the  case  to  the  defendant's  liability  for  the 
delay  of  two  days  in  furnishing  the  five  cars  at  the  stations 
named,  as  ordered  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  in  the  absence  of  any 
contract  to  do  sa 

In  Richard9on  v.  Chicago  etc.  Ry  Co.,  61  Wis.  601,  18  Am. 
&  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  580,  it  was,  in  effect^  held  competent  for  a 
railroad  company  engaged  in  the  business  of  transporting 
live-stock  to  exempt  itself  by  express  contract  "firom  damage 
caused  wholly  or  perhaps  in  part  by  the  instincts,  habits,  pro- 
pensities, wants,  neoessities,  vices,  or  locomotion  of  such  ani- 
mals." And  it  was  then  said:  "  Since  the  action  is  not  based 
upon  contract,  the  plaintiff  must  recover,  if  at  all,  by  reason 
of  the  defendant's  liability  as  a  common  carrier  upon  mere 
notice  to  furnish  cars,  and  a  readiness  to  ship  at  the  time 
notified.  Did  such  notice  and  readiness  to  ship  create  such 
liability?  We  have  seen  that  a  carrier  of  live-stock  may,  to 
at  least  a  certain  extent,  limit  its  liability.  Whether  the  de- 
fendant was  accustomed  to  so  limit  its  liability,  or  to  carry  all 
live-stock  tendered  upon  notice,  without  restriction,  does  not 
appear  from  the  record.  If  it  was  accustomed  to  so  limit,  and 
the  limitation  was  legal,  it  should  at  least  have  been  so  al- 
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leged,  together  with  an  offer  to  comply  with  the  customary 
restriction.  If  it  was  accustomed  to  carry  all  live-stock 
offered  upon  notice  and  tender,  and  without  restriction,  then 
it  would  be  difficult  to  see  upon  what  ground  it  could  discrim* 
inate  against  the  plaintiff  by  refusing  to  do  for  him  what  it 
was  constantly  in  the  habit  of  doing  for  others." 

In  that  case,  there  was  a  failure  to  allege  any  such  custom 
or  holding  out  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  or  that  reason- 
able notice  had  been  given  to  the  defendant  to  furnish  suitable 
cars  to  the  person  applying  therefor,  or  that  the  same  was 
within  its  power  to  do  so;  and  hence  the  demurrer  was  sus- 
tained.  The  allegations  thus  wanting  in  that  case  are  present 
in  this  complaint.  It  is,  moreover,  in  effect  admitted  that  the 
defendant  was  at  times,  whoi  able  to  do  so,  engaged  in  the 
transportation  of  livoHBtock  over  its  roads,  one  line  of  which 
runs  through  the  stations  in  question;  that  it  was  accustomed 
to  furnish  suitable  cars  therefor,  upon  reasonable  notice,  when 
within  its  power  to  do  so;  and  to  receive,  transport,  and  de- 
liver such  live-stock  with  reasonable  dispatch,  but  only  upon 
special  contracts  at  the  time  entered  into  between  the  shipper 
and  the  defendant,  and  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as 
should  be  agreed  upon  in  writing.  It  is,  moreover,  manifest 
that  the  defendant  actually  undertook  to  furnish  ihe  cars  at 
the  time  designated  by  the  plaintiffs;  that  it  succeeded  in  fur- 
nishing two  of  them  on  time;  that  there  was  a  delay  of  two 
days  in  furnishing  the  other  five;  and  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
willing  to  and  did  submit  to  the  terms  and  conditions  of  car- 
riage imposed  by  the  defendant  by  signing  the  special  written 
contracts  mentioned.  It  must  be  assumed,  also,  that  such 
special  written  contracts  were  substantially  the  same  as  all 
contracts  made  by  the  defendant  at  that  season  of  the  year 
for  the  shipment  of  similar  live-stock  under  similar  circum- 
stances. Otherwise  the  defendant  would  be  justly  chargeable 
with  unlawful  discrimination ;  the  right  to  do  which  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  defendant  frankly  disclaimed  upon  the  argu- 
ment. 

We  are  therefore  forced  to  the  conclusion  that,  at  the  time 
the  plaintiffs  applied  for  the  cars,  the  defendant  was  engaged 
in  the  business  of  transporting  live-stock  over  its  roads,  in- 
cluding the  line  in  question,  and  that  it  was  accustomed  to 
famish  suitaBle  cars  therefor,  upon  reasonable  notice,  when- 
ever it  was  within  its  power  to  do  so;  and  that  it  held  itself 
out  to  the  public  generally  as  such  carrier  for  hire,  upon  such 
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terms  and  conditioDS  afl  were  prescribed  in  the  written  ccm- 
tracts  mentioned.  These  things,  in  onr  jndgment,  made  the 
defendant  a  common  carrier  of  live-stock,  with  snch  restric- 
tions  and  limitations  of  its  common-law  dnties  and  liabilitiea 
as  arose  from  the  instincts,  habits,  propensities,  wants,  nece»» 
sities,  vices,  or  locomotion  of  such  animals,  under  the  con- 
tracts of  carriage.  This  proposition  is  fairly  deducible  from 
what  was  said  in  Richardson  v.  Chicago  etc,  Ry  Co.,  tupra^ 
and  is  supported  by  the  logic  of  numerous  cases:  North  Penn' 
gylvania  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Commercial  Banky  128  U.  S.  727;  MoaUon 
V.  St  Pavl  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  81  Minn.  85;  12  Am.  A  Eng.  R.  R. 
Cas.  18;  Linddey  v.  Chicago  etc,  R.  R.  Co.j  86  Minn.  639; 
Evans  v.  Fitchbnrg  R.  R.  Co.,  Ill  Mass.  142;  KimhaU  y.  £tif* 
land  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  26  Yi  247;  62  Am.  Deo.  567;  Riapfbtd  ▼. 
Smithy  52  N.  H.  855;  Clarke  V.  RoeheeUr  e9o.  R.  R.  Co.^  14  N.  Y. 
570;  67  Am.  Dec.  205;  ScMh  A  N.  A*  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Henlein,  52 
Ala.  606;  Baker  v.  L.  &  N.  R.  R.  Co.,  10  Lea,  804;  16  Am.  A 
Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  149;  Philadelphia  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Lehman^ 
56  Md.  208;  McFadden  v.  M.  P.  R.  R.  Co.j  99  Mo.  848;  8  Am. 
&  Eng.  Cyclop.  Law,  1-10,  and  cases  th^re  cited.  This  is  in 
harmony  with  the  slatemetit  of  Parke,  B.,  in  the  case  cited 
by  counsel  for  the  defendant^  that  ''at  common  law  a  carrier 
is  not  bound  to  oiexTj  tofi  eVery  person  tendering  goods  of  any 
description,  but  his  obligation  is  to  carry  according  to  his 
public  profeedon'':  Johfistm  v.  MMlanA  K  R.  Co.,  4  Ex.  372. 
Being  a  oommon  ^arrMr  of  livestock  for  hire,  with  the  festric- 
tions  and  limitations  named,  and  holding  itself  out  to  the 
public  as  such,  the  defendant  is  bound  to  furnish  suitable 
cars  for  such  stock,  upon  reasonable  notice,  whenever  it  can 
do  so  with  reasonable  diligence  without  Jeopardizing  its  other 
business  as  such  comition  eaitier:  Tesxie  etc.  K  R.  Co.  v. 
NichoUon^  61  Tex.  491;  Chicago  ete.  K  R.  Co.  v.  Srickeon,  91 
HI.  613;  BallenUne  v.  N.  M.  R.  R.  Co.^  40  Mo<  491;  Guinn 
V.  W.,  St.  L.^  &  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  80  Mo.  App.  468. 

Whether  the  defendant  could  with  such  diligence  s^  lumish 
upon  the  notice  given,  was  necessarily  a  question  of  fact  to  be 
determined.  The  plaintiffs,  as  such  shippers,  had  the  right  to 
conmand  the  defendant  to  furnish  such  cars.  Bdt  they  had 
no  right  to  insist  upon  or  expect  compliance,  except  upon  giv- 
ing reasonable  notice  of  the  time  when  they  would  be  required. 
To  be  reasonable,  such  notice  must  have  been  sufficient  to 
enable  the  defendant,  with  reasonable  diligence  under  the  cir- 
cumstances then  existing,  to  furnish  the  cars  without  inter- 
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fering  with  previouB  orden  from  other  ehippert  at  the  same 
Btatkm,  or  jeqpardising  its  businefla  on  other  portions  of  its 
road. 

It  most  be  remembered  that  the  defendant  has  many  lines 
of  raiboad  scattered  through  several  different  statesi  Along 
each  and  all  of  these  different  lines  it  has  stations  of  more  or 
less  importance.  The  company  owes  the  same  dn^  to  shij^ 
pers  at  any  one  station  as  it  does  to  the  shippers  at  any  other 
station  of  the  same  business  importance.  The  rights  of  all 
shippers  applying  for  such  cars  mder  the  same  circumstances 
are  necessarily  equal  No  one  statiooy  much  less  any  (me 
shipper,  has  the  right  to  command  the  entire  resources  of  the 
company  to  the  exclusion  or  prsjudice  of  other  statians  and 
other  shippers.  Most  <^  such  suitable  cars  must  necessarily 
be  scattersd  along  and  upon  such  diflfeient  lines  of  railroad, 
loaded  or  unloaded.  Muy  will  necessarily  be  at  the  larger 
centers  of  trade.  The  conditions  of  the  market  are  not  always 
the  same,  but  are  liable  to  fluctuations,  and  may  be  sudi  as  to 
create  a  great  demand  for  such  cars  npoo  one  or  move  of  such 
lines,  and  very  little  upon  others.  Such  cars  should  be  di»- 
tribu^  along  the  different  lines  of  road,  and  the  ssnreral 
stations  on  each,  as  near  as  may  be  in  jxoportion  to  the  ordi- 
nary business  lequirements  at  the  time,  in  order  that  ship- 
moits  may  be  made  witii  reasonable  celerity.  The  requirement 
of  such  fidr  and  general  distribution  and  uniform  vigilance  is 
not  <mly  mutually  beneficial  to  producers^  shippers,  carriers, 
and  purchasers,  but  of  business  and  trade  generally.  It  is 
the  extent  of  such  business  ordinarily  done  on  a  particular 
Hne,  or  at  a  particular  station,  which  properly  measures  the 
carrier's  obligation  to  famish  sueh  transportation.  But  it  is 
not  the  duty  of  such  carrier  to  diserindnate  in  fivmr  of  the 
business  of  one  station  to  the  prejudice  and  injury  of  the  busi- 
ness of  another  station  of  the  same  importance,  lliese  views 
are  in  harmony  with  the  adjudications  last  dted. 

The  important  question  is,  whether  the  burden  was  upon 
the  plaintiffs  to  prore  that  the  defendant  might,  with  sodi 
reasonable  diligence,  and  without  thus  jeopardizing  its  other 
business,  have  furnished  such  cars  at  the  time  ordered  and 
upon  the  notice  given;  <m*  whether  such  burden  was  upon  the 
defendant  to  prove  its  inability  to  do  so.  We  find  no  direct 
adjudication  upon  the  question.  Ordinarily,  a  plaintiff  al- 
l^ng  a  £fict  has  the  burden  of  proving  it.  This  rule  has  been 
applied  by  this  court,  even  where  the  complaint  allegte  a 
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-negatiTe,  if  it  is  susceptible  of  proof  by  the  plaintiff:  Hepler 
T.  StaUj  68  Wis.  46.  But  it  has  been  held  otherwise  where 
the  only  proof  is  peculiarly  within  the  control  of  the  defend- 
:ant:  MeekUm  v.  Blahy  16  Id.  102;  Beekmann  t.  HenOj  17  Id. 
412;  Noonan  v.  Haleyj  21  Id.  144;  Great  Western  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Saeofiy  80  111.  852;  Brown  v.  Brownj  30  La.  Ann.  511.  Here 
it  may  have  been  possible  for  the  plaintiffs  to  have  proved 
that  there  were,  at  the  times  and  stations  named,  or  in  the 
vicinity^  empty  cars,  or  cars  which  had  reached  their  destina- 
tion, and  might  have  been  emptied  with  reasonable  diligence, 
}}ut  they  could  not  know  or  proTe,  except  by  agents  of  the  de- 
4[endant,  that  any  of  such  cars  were  not  subject  to  prior  orders 
^r  superior  obligations.  The  ability  of  the  defendant  to  so 
'furnish  with  ordinary  diligence  upon  the  notice  given,  upon 
the  principles  stated,  was,  as  we  think,  peculiarly  within  the 
knowledge  of  the  defendant  and  its  agents,  and  hence  the  bur- 
den was  upon  it  to  prove  its  inability  to  do  so.  Where  a  ship- 
per applies  to  the  proper  agency  of  a  railroad  company  engaged 
in  the  business  of  such  common  carrier  of  live-stock  &r  such 
4iBTs  to  be  furnished  at  a  time  and  station  named,  it  becomes 
the  duty  of  the  company  to  inform  the  shipper  within  a  rea- 
4Sonable  time,  if  practicable,  whether  it  is  unable  to  so  furnish, 
and  if  it  fails  to  give  such  notice,  and  has  induced  the  shipper 
to  believe  that  the  cars  will  be  in  readiness  at  the  time  and 
place  named,  and  the  shipper,  relying  upon  such  conduct  of 
the  carrier,  is  present  with  his  live-stock  at  the  time  and  place 
named,  and  finds  no  cars,  there  would  seem  to  be  no  good  reason 
yfhj  the  company  should  not  respond  in  damages.  Of  course, 
these  observations  do  not  involve  the  question  whether  a  rail- 
road company  may  not  refrain  firom  engaging  in  such  business 
«8  a  common  carrier;  nor  whether,  having  so  engaged,  it  may 
not  discontinue  the  same. 

The  court  very  properly  charged  the  jury,  in  effect,  that  if 
all  the  cars  had  been  furnished  on  time,  as  the  two  were,  it 
nvas  reasonable  to  presume,  in  the  absence  of  any  proof  of 
Actionable  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  they 
'Would  have  reached  Chicago  at  the  same  time  the  two  did, 
-to  wit,  Thursday,  October  19, 1882,  a.  m.,  whereas  they  did  not 
•arrive  until  Friday  evening.  This  was  in  time,  however,  for 
4he  market  in  Chicago  on  Saturday,  October  21, 1882.  This 
necessarily  limited  the  recovery  to  the  expense  of  keeping,  the 
shrinkage,  and  depreciation  in  value  from  Thursday  until 
Saturday:  Chicago  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Erickeon,  91  111.  618.    The 
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trial  court,  however,  refused  to  so  limit  the  reoorery,  hut  left 
the  jury  at  liherty  to  include  such  damages  down  to  Monday^ 
October  23,  1882.  For  this  manifest  error,  and  because  thero 
seems  to  have  been  a  mistrial  in  some  other  respects,  the 
judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  reyersed,  and  the  cause  is  re- 
manded for  a  new  trial. 

By  the  Coubt.    Ordered  accordingly. 


COicMOH  Oauuer  of  Astmalb,  Ijabilitiefl  of,  geoerally:  Ckiff  ife.  J^p  Ck 
▼.  Trawki,  2  Am.  Si.  Rep.  494»  and  nota  000^  where  it  ia  hald  thafe  waxh 
cuxiers  miwt  reeeiTa  animiilg  as  carrien  are  bound  to  reoeive  other  property) 
and  Me  note  to  darhe  ▼.  Rochester  etc  R.  R.  Co,,  67  Am.  Deo.  210-217,  where 
this  topic  it  folly  treated. 

Cabbubs  ov  LiYB-sroaK  are  bound  to  fozniih  raitable  oars  at  proper 
timee:  Ptttn  T.  Nem  Orltam  etc  R,  R.  Co.,  79  Am.  Deo.  678;  Smith  t.  Hew 
BaKnR.R.  C9.»90Id.  166;  note  to  Clarbe t.  Roekmter  eU.  R.  R.  Cb.,  67Id. 
211-216. 

Oomioir  Cabxibb  ov  Letb-sxook  ia  bound  to  transport  it  within  a  reason- 
able tune,  and  is  liaUe  for  all  the  ordinary  and  proximate  ooossquenoes  of 
delay  in  transportation:  RaUeiUme  t.  North  JUieeouri  R,  R,  Co.,  93  Am.  Dee. 
31S,  and  note;  note  to  Ckurie  ▼.  Rodketer  etc.  R,  R.  Co,,  67  Id.  213. 

BuTm  or  ComiQir  Cabbbb  to  FimirisH  FAomnis  for  transportation 
at  stations:  See  BaBeiUhe  r.  North  Mtammri  R.  R.  Co,,  93  Am.  Deo.  816,  and 
note  321,  where  it  is  held  that  a  carrier's  means  of  transportation  most  be 
to  distributed  along  the  road  as  to  afibrd  a  leasonaUa  amount  of  aooommo- 
datioD  for  all  who  may  apply.  Goosmon  carrier  cannot  give  preferences  to 
ibi|pers;  See  same  case,  and  JtfeMen^er  ▼.  Pemuiflvmda  R,  R.  Cbi,  18  Am. 
B«p.76i. 
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Insubance  Company. 
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Ihiubivcb.  —  Whebb  Conoubbeut  PoLicnES  of  insurance  on  property  after- 
wards destroyed  were  written  with  the  consent  of  the  respectiTe  compa- 
nisi^  the  aggregate  amount  of  such  insurance  written  in  the  policies  is 
tile  Talne  of  the  property  as  stipulated  in  each  policy,  and  must  be  re- 
gHdad  as  oooolnsiTek  not  only  as  to  the  tme  Talne  of  the  property  when 
insnrad,  but  also  as  to  the  tme  amount  of  loss  and  measure  of  damages 
when  destroyed,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Wisoonsin  statute,  which 
must  be  regarded  as  part  of  the  contract  of  insurance. 

Id. — Waitbb  or  F^bibitubb.  —Where  agent  of  insurance  company,  with 
knowledge  of  the  forfeiture  of  a  policy,  and  without  insisting  upon  the 
same^  continnes  to  reoognise  the  validity  of  the  policy,  and  enters  into 
negotiations  for  the  settlement  of  a  loss,  whereby  the  insured  incurs 
expense  and  trouble,  this  constitutes  a  waiver  of  the  forfeiture. 

Anmnov  of  Ibadiobbzblb  Dsclabation,  which  does  not  eObot  any  aub* 
stantial  right  of  defendant^  is  not  ground  for  reversaL 
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/enKfWy  WlnUefj  FisK  and  SmiUk^  and  0.  H.  Van  JkHne^  iar 
the  appeUant 

Finch  and  Barber j  for  the  reapondeDts. 

Cabsodat,  J.  1.  Upon  th«  yerdict  of  the  juy  it  must  be 
assumed  that  the  building  mentioned  was  wholly  destroyed 
by  the  fire.  At  the  time  of  such  destruetion  it  was  insured  in 
seyen  different  companies,  in  the  aggregate  two  thousand 
seyen  Hundred  dollars^  one  fifteenth  of  which  was  in  the  de 
fendant  company.  The  eyidence  tended  to  show  that  the 
yalue  of  the  building  at  the  time  of  the  fire  was  about  twelye 
hundred  dollars.  The  defendant  concedes  that,  if  it  is  liable 
at  all,  it  should  pay  its  proportionate  share  of  the  true  yalue 
of  the  building,  but  insists  that  it  is  not  bound  to  pay  the 
amount  specified  in  the  policy.  The  contcact  of  insuraaoe 
was  made  under  a  statute  which  declared  that  "  wheney^  any 
policy  of  insurance  shall  be  written  to  insure  any  real  piop- 
erty,  and  the  property  insured  shall  be  wholly  destroyed  with- 
out criminal  fault  on  the  part  of  the  insured  or  his  assigns, 
the  amount  of  the  insurance  written  in  such  policy  shall  be 
taken  conolusiyely  to  be  the  true  yalue  of  the  pn^rty  when 
insured,  and  the  true  amount  of  loss  and  measure  of  damages 
when  destroyed^:  R.  S.,  sec.  1943.  Under  this  statute,  it  is 
settled  by  frequent  adjudications  that  the  actual  yalue  of  such 
real  estate  when  insured  or  destroyed,  and  the  consequent 
actual  loss  to  the  insured,  is  wholly  immaterial:  SeiUy  y. 
FranUin  Ins.  Co.,  43  Wis.  449;  28  Am.  Rep.  552;  Thompson 
y.  CUizent^  Ins.  Co.,  45  Wis.  388;  Cayon  y.  Dwdling  Eousa 
Ins,  Co.f  68  Id.  515,  516.  This  is  the  necessary  result  of  the 
language  of  the  statute  making  '^the  amount  of  the  insurance 
written  in  such  policy"  conclusiye  between  the  parties  to  the 
contract,  not  only  as  to  "the  true  yalue  of  the  properQr  when 
insured,"  but  also  as  to  "the  true  amount  of  loss  and  measure 
of  damages  when  destroyed." 

The  statute  must  be  regarded  as  a  part  of  the  contract  of 
insurance,  and  the  amount  written  in  the  policy  as  liquidated 
damages  agreed  upon  by  the  parties  conolusiyely  in  such  con* 
tract.  The  seyeral  concurrent  policies  were  each  written  with 
the  consent  of  the  respectiye  companies.  This  being  so^  the 
aggregate  amount  of  such  insurance  written  in  the  seyeral 
policies  is  the  yalue  of  such  property  as  stipulated  in  each 
contract,  and  hence,  as  between  the  parties,  must  be  regarded 
as  conclusiye,  not  only  as  to  "the  true  yalue  of  the  property 
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when  insured,"  but  also  as  to  ^he  true  amoimt  of  Ion  and 
measQi^  of  dafiMgee  when  deeti^jed."  This  must  be  so,  or 
the  statute  would  be  wdoUy  IneflTectual  whenever  there  is  more 
than  one  policy  on  the  same  property.  And  this  is  so  not- 
withstanding other  clauses  in  the  policies  inconsistent  there* 
with.  The  result  is,  that  the  exceptions  to  such  portions  of  the 
charge  as.  in  effect,  directed  the  jury  that  in  case  they  found 
the  building  to  have  been  wholly  deetn^ed,  then  the  plaintiffs 
were  ^ititled  to  recover  the  full  amount  written  in  the  policy, 
most  be  overruled. 

2.  The  policy  contained  a  clause  to  the  effidct  that  any  in- 
crease of  hazard  by  reason  of  any  change  in  the  use  or  occu- 
pancy of  the  buildingy  or  by  the  erection  of  neighboring 
buildings,  wltbotit  being  specifically  agreed  upon,  should 
avMd  the  policy.  It  appears  that  after  the  contract  of  in- 
simnoe  and  before  the  fire,  the  plaintiffs,  without  the  consent 
of  the  defendant,  erected  another  building  within  twenty  feet 
of  the  one  in  question,  and  put  a  steam-boiler  therein  of  about 
fieventy  horse-power,  and  used  the  same  for  making  steam  and 
ninning  an  electric-light  plant.  There  was  evidence  tending 
to  show  that,  after  the  fiie  ilkd  pcooAi  df  Ion  had  been  fur- 
nished to  the  defendant,  an  a4iuat«r^  having  knowledge  of  the 
erection  of  such  othor  building  and  the  putting  lA  ot  such 
boiler  and  use  of  the  same,  and  with  authority  from  the  de- 
fendant, negotiated  with  the  agent  of  the  plaintiffs  respecting 
the  adjustment  and  settlement  of  such  loss  under  the  policy, 
whereby  the  plaintiffs  incurred  espense  and  trouble.  Under 
these  circomataftote,  we  think  theve  was  no  error  In  charging 
the  jury,  in  effect,  that  if  they  found  that  such  adjuster  was 
the  agent  of  the  defendant,  and,  with  knowledge  of  such  for- 
feiture and  without  insisting  upon  the  same,  continued  to 
recegnise  the  validity  of  the  policy,  and  entered  into  negotia- 
tions for  and  effofta  at  a  settlement  of  such  loss,  whereby  the 
plaintiffs  incurred  expense  or  trouble,  then  there  was  a  waiver 
of  each  forfoiture.  Buch  Waivers  have  so  frequently  been  sane- 
tMHMd  by  this  court  as  to  require  no  discussion,  much  less  a 
lestatement  of  the  law:  WOwier  v.  Phcmix  Ins.  Co.,  86  Wis.  67; 
17  Am.  Bep.  479;  Ncrthwettem  Mut.  L.  Int.  Co.  V.  Oermania  F. 
Ins.  Co.,  40  Wis.  446;  Gans  v.  8t.  Paul  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.,  48  Id. 
108;  28  Am.  Bep.  686;  Cannon  v.  Horn  Ins.  Co.,  68  Wis.  685; 
BMis  V.  Suue  Ins.  Co.,  66  Iowa,  464. 

8.  Assuming  that  the  declarations  of  the  adjuster  were  not 
admissible  to  prove  his  authority  from  the  defendant,  yet,  aa 


388  BsBUN  IfACHiKS  WoBKB  V.  PsaBT.    [Wieooum, 

his  testimony  established  such  authorityi  their  admismon 
affected  no  substantial  right  of  the  defendant,  and  hence  If 
not  ground  for  reversal:  B.  S.,  sec.  2829. 

By  the  Court.    The  judgment  of  the  county  court  is  af- 
firmed. 


I2f  Case  or  Two  or  Mobb  iuniniiMs  on  the  mow  pguperiy,  by 
me&t,  all  the  poUoiflt  are  oonaidared  as  ona^  and  tha  Inanrais  are  liabla  pn 
rata,  aad  are  entitled  to  oontrilmtion  to  eqnaliie  paymanta  in  oaae  of  loaa: 

Sloat  ▼.  Hofol  Iw.  Co.,  88  Am.  Deo.  477,  note  482. 

Waitxr  of  FoRVKinna  or  Pouor  of  inanranoe  oooura  when  tbe  ootn- 
pany,  or  its  agents  knowing  of  the  breach  of  condition  which  works  the  for^ 
f  eitore,  still  reoogniass  the  validity  of  the  poliey  and  leads  the  aaaorad  to 
atill  regard  himself  as  protected  thfereby:  Vhk  r.  Ommamki  Im§.  Qk,  W  Am. 
Dec.  83,  and  note  111;  WtbMtr  v.  Pkandu  Im.  C».»  17  Am.  Bap.  479. 

ADKnuoH  OF  IuPBOPiB  BvxDBirci  is  not  groond  for  reversal,  nnlaaa  in« 
Jnrioiis  to  the  party  objecting:  LaUtreUr,  Codfc^  83  Am.  Dee.  428;  Bartmr. 
Kame,  84  Id.  728;  KUikigr.  Shaw,  91  Id.  644;  Jfoon  ▼.  BoOmt,  96  Id.  181, 
and  notea  to  thaae 
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Oovmor  Von>  ▲■  iiunrar  Ponuo  Pouor.  — Oootnot  bypatsntee,  not  to 
"  manufacture^  aell,  or  cause  to  be  sold  any  sand-papering  "»*^^»rf  of 
any  description,'*  is  general  and  nnreetrictad,  and  where  not  limited  or 
qualified  by  time,  place,  or  circomstance,  is  unreasonable  and  void  as 
against  public  policy;  for  though  it  aflects  only  a  single  daas  of  ma- 
chines, still  it  is  not  incidental  to  the  sale  of  the  patent^  nor  neoeasary 
aa  a  lawful  protection  of  manufacturing  or  MlllBf  tlwuinandoi, 

ComnuLcr  bt  Patxhteb  not  to  "manufacture,  aell,  or  canae  to  be  add  any 
sand-papering  machinea  of  any  description,"  is  general  and  unrestiiote^ 
and  not  limited  to  the  state  where  the  contract  is  made. 

Injunction  to  restrain  defendant  fix>m  mann&otQring,  sell- 
ing, or  causing  to  be  sold  sand-papering  machines,  nnder  the 
covenant  mentioned  in  the  opinion.  Defendant  and  one 
Mather  were  partners  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  such 
machines,  of  which  defendant,  solely  or  jointly  with  others, 
was  the  inventor  and  owner  of  letters  patent.  He  sold  all  his 
interest  and  the  good-will  in  the  business  to  Mather,  and  cove- 
nanted thereafter  not  to  ''manufSEtcture,  sell,  or  cause  to  be 
sold  any  sand-papering  machines  of  any  description,"  unless 
with  the  consent  of  Mather.  The  plaintiff  has  acquired  the 
whole  interest  in  the  business,  and  is  now  carrying  it  on  under 
the  letters  patent  granted  to  defendant.    This  appeal  is  taken 
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from  an  order  sustaining  a  demuner  to  the  complaint.    Oth«ff 
fiicta  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Erwin  and  Benedict^  and  Joshua  Stark^  for  the  appellant 

HaU  and  SHnner^  and  Oregorr/j  Bird^  and  Oregary,  tot  the 
zespondent. 

Lton,  J.  The  only  object  of  this  action  is  to  obtain  an  in- 
jonction  perpetually  restraining  James  L.  Perry,  the  defend- 
ant, ^'from  manufacturing,  selling,  or  causing  to  be  sold 
sand-papering  machines  of  any  description,"  which  he  oo¥e> 
nanted  with  Charles  A.  Mather  not  to  do,  but  which  he  haa 
done  and  threatens  to  continue  to  do,  contrary  to  the  terms  of 
such  covenant.  Counsel  for  defendant  maintain  that  the  cove- 
nant is  not  assignable,  and  hence  that  no  one  but  Mather  can 
have  an  action  for  the  breach  of  it  We  do  not  determine  the 
question,  but  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  the  case,  that  the 
plaintiff  corporation  may  maintain  an  action  for  such  breach, 
JQ6t  as  Mather  could  have  done  had  he  not  assigned  his  inter- 
est in  the  covenant. 

Thus  assuming  the  assignability  of  the  covenant,  the  only 
question  to  be  determined  is,  whether  it  is  binding  upon  the 
defendant.  That  is  to  say,  is  it  a  covenant  which  it  was 
competent  for  the  defendant  to  make?  or  is  it  invalid  as 
against  public  policy?  The  covenant  is  general  and  unre- 
stricted. It  binds  Uie  defendant,  unless  Mather  consent  in 
writing  that  he  may  do  so,  not  to  **  manufacture,  sell,  or  cause 
to  be  sold  any  sand-papering  machines  of  any  description.'' 
The  prohibition  is  not  qualified  or  limited  by  time,  place,  or 
ciicumstanoe.  It  is  as  general  and  comprehensive  as  can  be 
expressed  by  language.  It  has  no  relation  to  the  sale  of  a 
business  secret,  or  any  infringement  of  a  trade-mark  or  patent. 

The  law  undoubtedly  is,  that  the  covenant  under  considera- 
tion, prima  facie  at  least,  is  void,  and  will  be  so  held  cm  de- 
murrer, unless  the  party  asserting  its  validity  has  averred 
bets  in  his  complaint  from  which  the  court  can  say  the  re- 
striction is  not  larger  than  is  reasonably  necessary  for  the 
protection  of  Mather  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  business  and 
patents  he  purchased  of  the  defendant.  If  it  extends  beyond 
that,  it  is  unreasonable,  and  the  covenant  is  void.  In  view  of 
the  averments  of  the  complaint,  we  think  the  restriction  does 
extend  far  beyond  that  limit.  It  would  be  a  breach  of  the  cov- 
enant were  the  defendant  to  manufacture,  sell,  or  cause  to  be 
sold,  any  kind  of  sand-papering  machines  in  Canada  or  Mexico, 
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yr  at  any  point  in  the  eastern  bemiaphere,  althongb  the  oom- 
plaint  shows  that  the  plaintiff's  basiness,  assigned  to  it  by 
Mather,  is  confined  to  the  United  States.  Again,  shonld  the 
plaintiff  abandon  its  business,  and  should  the  manufeMsture 
and  sale  of  machines  under  the  patents  thus  sold  by  defend- 
ant to  Mather  cease  entirely,  it  would  still  be  a  breach  of  the 
covenant  were  the  defendant  to  manufacture  and  sell  a  sand- 
papering machine  in  any  place,  although  it  did  not  infringe 
any  of  such  patents.  Furthermore,  the  covenant  does  not  limit 
the  prohibition  to  such  machines  as  would  or  might  come  in 
competition  with  Mather's  business.  The  defendant  might 
be  able  to  invent  a  sand-papering  machine  applicable  to  nses 
to  which  those  made  by  Mather  and  the  plaintiff  were  not 
adapted.  What  reason  can  there  be  for  restricting  him  from 
doing  80,  if  be  is  not  in  competition  with  the  business  he  sold 
to  Mather?    We  peroeive  none. 

But  it  is  claimed  that  this  case  is  not  within  the  above  role, 
for  several  reasons.    These  will  now  be  considered. 

1.  An  argument  is  predicated  upon  the  averment  in  the 
complaint  that  the  defendant  is  a  carpenter  and  jmner,  and 
had  formerly  worked  at  that  trade.  It  is  dumed  that  no  re- 
straint he  might  impose  upon  himself  in  respect  to  any  other 
business  or  employment  could  be  unlawful.  There  is  no  such 
rule  of  law.  Besides,  the  complaint  shows  that  he  is  also  an 
inventor  ct  sand-papering  machines.  The  law  would  protect 
him  against  illegal  restrictions  in  respect  to  the  latter  business 
just  as  seadily  as  it  would  against  such  restrictions  affecting 
his  business  as  a  carpenter  and  joiner,  and  on  the  same  prin- 
ciples.   The  point  is  scarcely  worthy  of  notice. 

2.  It  is  also  urged  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  covenant  in 
•question  which  interferes  with  the  right  of  the  defendant  to  in- 
vent other  sand-papering  machines,  not  infringing  the  patents 
sold  to  Mather,  and  to  sell  the  inventions.  It  is  said  that  such 
purchaser  might  manufectore  and  sell  the  after-invented  ma- 
ohines  without  working  thereby  a  bzeadi  of  the  covenant.  It 
seems  to  us  that  this  would  be  a  very  dangerous  concession 
for  the  plaintiff  to  make  were  the  covenant  valid.  It  points 
out  an  easy  way  to  make  the  covenant  worthless.  But  we 
think  the  concession  improvidently  made.  We  are  quite  clear 
that  if  the  defendant  invents  a  machine  for  which  he  obtains 
letters  patent,  and  sells  the  patent  to  one  who  makes  and  sells 
machines  under  it,  the  defendant  thereby  causes  the  machine 
to  be  sold,  within  the  meaning  of  his  covenant  with  Mather. 
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8.  Neither  is  the  position  tenable  that  the  ooQiis  of  this 
state  will  consider  the  restriction  as  applicable  onlj  to  Wis- 
eonsin.  Were  the  covenant  validi  our  courts  wonld  take 
cognizance  of  a  breach  thereof  committed  in  any  other  state 
or  coimtry  the  same  as  though  committed  in  this  state. 

i.  An  alleged  rule  to  the  effsct  that  restrictions  of  the  char- 
acter under  consideration,  if  made  as  incidental  to  the  sale  of 
patents  and  a  business  thereunder,  are  valid,  no  matter  how 
geaeral  and  unlimited  such  restrictions  may  be,  is  invoked  to 
ui^Mdd  this  covenant  But  the  cases  cited  to  sustain  such  a 
role  do  not  sustain  it  as  broadly  as  claimed.  They  hold  that 
sach  restriction  is  valid  only  when,  in  the  judgment  of  the 
court,  it  is  not  unreasonable,  due  regard  being  had  to  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  the  covenant.  Tested  by  that  rule,  we  have  seen 
that  the  restriction  in  this  case  is  not  a  reasonable  one,  because 
not  necessary  to  the  protection  of  the  covenantee.  In  other 
words,  this  restriction  is  not,  in  any  correct  sense  of  the  term, 
incidental  to  the  sale  of  patents  and  a  business  thereunder, 
but  reaches  far  beyond  the  point  of  just  and  lawfdl  protection 
to  such  business. 

5.  It  is  also  urged  that  because  the  zestaLction  affeeto  only 
a  single  class  of  machines,  and  does  not  oorer  the  trade  of  a 
machinist,  it  is  not  within  the  rule  which  vitiates  contracts  in 
restraint  of  trade.  The  position  cannot  be  sustained.  While 
the  restriction  relates  only  to  sand-papeiiz^  machines,  the  de- 
fendant is  an  inventor  of  such  machines,  aad  the  covenant 
unreasonably  and  unnecessarily  prohiUto  him  from  pursuing 
his  trade  or  profession.  It  is,  therefore,  within  the  rule  that 
SQch  covenante  are  void. 

We  do  not  feel  called  upon  to  go  into  a  diseossion  of  the 
history  of  the  law  concerning  contracts  in  restraint  ot  trade, 
or  the  grounds  upon  whioh  the  rules  above  stated  are  founded. 
It  would  be  an  agreeable  task  to  elaborate  these  subjects,  did 
the  ezigsoeiee  of  the  case  require  it.  This  has  been  well  done, 
however,  in  a  late  treatise  of  moch  merit:  Gveenhood  on  Pub- 
lic Policy^  pL  14,  c.  6.  The  author  has  there  cited  and  col- 
lated praotioally  all  the  cases  in  England  and  this  country  on 
the  sulgect  of  contracte  in  restraint  of  trade.  These  cases  are 
▼ery  numfiioas.  The  most  of  the  materials  for  the  very  elab- 
orate and  able  briefs  o£  the  respective  counsel  seem  to  have 
been  drawn  from  this  treatise.  We  have  deemed  it  unneoes- 
sary  to  cite  cases  to  each  rule  laid  down  in  this  opinion,  be- 
lieving it  sufficient  to  refer  to  Mr.  Gneahood's  work,  where 
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the  eaaes  will  be  found  intelligently  claesified  and  arranged 
under  proper  beads. 

By  the  Coubt.    The  order  Boetaining  the  demnnw  to  the 
oomplaint  is  affirmed.  


OoHTBACT  ni  BmrnAinT  of  Tradi  is  unrwuoninle  and  Tdd  if  ths 
tiim  is  limited  neither  to  tfaiM  nor  speoe:  Keeler  t.  7Vqr/or»  91  i^n-  Dm.  S21» 
uid  note;  Wrigki  t.  Byder,  96  Id.  186,  and  note  193;  or  where  the  raiMo- 
tion  ia  larger  than  it  required  for  the  protection  of  the  party  with  whom  ihm 
oontnet  ia  made:  Bmrdv.  Deimk,  68  Id.  880,  and  note;  Langy.  Ttml^  97  U. 
860,  and  note.  On  thia  enhjeot,  aee  alao  Diammi  Makk  Ox  ▼.  Boebm-,  60 
Am.  Rep.  464;  WiU^  ▼.  Bammgardmw,  49  U.  487;  Okkt^^te,  Oo,  r.  Fmjpi^s 
aie.  Co.,  8  Am.  8t  Bep.  19<  and  note  186. 


BOUNDT   t;.   GONTBBflB. 

(71  WiauuHtm,  89M.] 

CBAsnL Itaooikaa  Whuob  Axmamamram  Mouttiooa to adl tiia goods 
and  rephoe  them  with  othen  to  he  paid  for  oat  of  the  prooeeda  of  sodi 
aalea,  there  heing  no  agreement  that  the  mortgagor  might  diapoae  of  the 
prooeeda  of  aaleo  of  the  mortgaged  properly  for  hia  own  nae  and  benefit^ 
ia  vaUdt  thon^  the  attempt  to  ertend  the  aeouity  of  the  mortgage  over 
after-aoqnixed  gooda  ia  vasfailiag,  eoraopt^  psfhapa,  aa  a  tioenae  to  aeiM 
thegooda. 

ExncpnoNs.  —  WHaaa  HoneAOoa  wmor  BzaciOTDro  a  Obattsl  Most- 
OAoa  doea  not  ennmerate  or  reeerve  the  exemption  provided  by  aeotioii 
2980,  9  abdiviaion  8^  of  tiia  Baviaad  Statotee  of  Wiaoooain,  nor  daim  i» 
while  the  property  ia  in  the  haada  of  the  mortg^pee^  he  loaea  all  ri^t» 
after  the  property  ia  aold  nnder  the  mortgage,  to  olaim  the  amount  of 
anoh  exemption  in  the  prooeeda  of  the  aale. 

On  Deoember  23, 1886,  defendant  executed  a  chattel  mort* 
gage  to  Hannah  B.  Hamilton,  which  recited  that  it  mortgaged 
^'  all  my  stock  of  goods,  including  the  stock  of  goods  in  the 
store  kept  by  me  in  the  Hamilton  store  in  Milton,  incloding 
fixtures  in  store,  and  goods  in  store  now,  and  those  purchased 
to  replace  any  which  may  be  sold  out"  The  mortgage  also 
contained  a  clause  authorising  the  mortgagee  to  take  poeeee- 
sion  of  the  mortgaged  property  at  any  time  she  deemed  her^ 
self  insecure,  and  to  sell  the  same.  On  March  8, 1887,  an 
attachmoit  was  sued  out  against  defendant,  and  was  about  to 
be  levied  on  the  goods,  when  the  mortgagee  notified  the  offi- 
cer, and  claimed  the  goods  by  virtue  of  her  mortgage,  where- 
upon the  possession  of  the  store  and  goods  was  yielded  to  the 
mortgagee,  and  all  proceedings  under  the  attachment  ceased, 
and  the  writ  was  never  returned.    The  plaintiffs  were  the 
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attaehing  crediton,  and  they  afterwards  commenced  this  gar- 
nishee proceeding  i^^ainst  the  mortgagee.  The  mortgage  was- 
duly  foreclosed,  and  the  goods  sold.  Garnishee  process  was- 
served  on  the  mortgagee,  before  this  action  was  brought,  bj- 
another  creditor  of  the  mortgagor,  and  in  that  action  she  wa» 
charged  as  garnishee  by  judgment  to  the  amount  of  $160,884 
PlaintiA  recovered  judgment  against  defendant,  and  the  pres- 
ent action  was  tried  July  1, 1887.  Defendant  appeared  fiir 
the  first  time,  and  claimed  the  amount  provided  by  statute  as- 
exempt  from  execution.  This  the  court  allowed  him,  and 
allowed  the  mortgagee  the  amount  of  her  unpaid  mortgage 
against  him,  and  also  the  amount  with  which  she  was  charged 
as  garnishee.  The  mortgage  was  held  to  be  a  valid  security.. 
The  plaintiffB  appealed. 

Fsfftsrt,  Jeffriif  and  Smithy  for  the  appeUants. 
WSmant  a/nd  Hyzer^  for  the  respondent. 

LvoN,  J.  Two  questions  were  litigated  on  the  trial  These 
are, —  1.  Is  the  mortgage  of  December  23,  1886,  a  valid 
security?  and  if  so,  2.  Should  Converse  have  been  allowed 
any  exemptions? 

1.  There  is  nothing  upon  the  face  of  the  mortgage  in  ques^ 
tion  to  impeach  its  validity,  althou^  the  fair  inference  from 
its  terms  is,  that  the  mortgagor  was  authorized  to  sell  the 
goods  and  replace  them  with  others  to  be  paid  for  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  such  sales.  Probably  the  attempt  to  extend 
the  security  of  the  mortgage  over  after-acquired  goods  was 
unavailing,  except,  perhaps,  as  a  license  to  seize  such  goods. 
This  clause  does  not  affect  the  validity  of  the  security.  Such 
is  the  purport  and  effect  of  the  opinion  by  Ryan,  C.  J.,  in 
HMOkUr  V.  BomoorOij  43  Wis.  583,  and  of  the  cases  tliere  cited. 

A  persistent  effort  was  made  upon  the  trial  to  show  that,  at 
the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  mortgage,  there  was  some 
agreement  or  understanding  between  the  parties  thereto  that 
the  mortgagor  might  dispose  of  the  proceeds  of  sales  of  the 
mortgaged  property  for  his  own  use  and  benefit,  thus  bringing 
the  case  within  the  rule  of  Anderson  v.  Patierscin^  64  Wis.  567. 
A  careful  examination  of  the  testimony  satisfies  us  that  the 
plaintiffs  failed  to  establish  this  proposition,  and  failed  also,, 
we  think,  to  show  that  the  mortgage  was  tainted  with  firaud. 
The  circuit  court  so  held,  thus  establishing  the  validity  of  the 
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mortgage.  The  ruling  oaimot  be  djaturbed.  We  hold,  there* 
fore«  that  the  mortgage  was  a  valid  eeonrity. 

2.  The  roling  of  the  cirooit  court  allowing  C!oavwie  two 
hundred  dollars  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  mort* 
gaged  property,  as  and  for  his  exemptions,  cannot  be  upheld. 
He  made  no  reservation  of  exemptions  in  his  mortgage  to  Mrs. 
Hamilton,  and  claimed  none  when  she  sdki  the  property. 
C!onoediAg  that  he  was  entitled  to  exemptions  had  he  claimed 
the  same  while  the  property  remained  in  the  hands  of  Mrs. 
Hamilton  (which  is,  to  say  the  least,  quite  doubtful),  he 
certainly  lost  all  right  thereto  after  the  property  was  sold,  and 
the  proceeds  thereof  in  the  hands  of  Mrs.  Hamilton  attached 
by  the  pUuntifb.  The  exemption  is  of  the  specific  property 
enumerated  in  the  statute;  that  is  to  say,  of  two  hundred 
dollars'  worth  of  the  goods  constituting  the  stock  in  trade,  and 
does  not  extend  to  the  proceeds  thereof:  R.  S.,  sec.  2988,  subd. 
8.  In  this  respect  the  case  is  unlike  one  which  involves  the 
proceeds  of  money  arising  from  insurance  upon  exempt  prop- 
erty destroyed  by  fire  (subd.  17),  or  money  arising  from  the 
sale  of  a  homestead  (sec.  2983).  Such  moneys  aro  specially 
exempted  by  the  statutes.  We  are  aware  of  no  provision  of 
law  which  extends  the  exemption  of  stock  in  trade  to  the  pro- 
ceeds of  such  stock  realised  upon  a  sale  thereof.  It  was  error, 
therefore,  to  allow  any  exemptions  to  Converse  out  of  the 
moneys  in  the  hands  of  Mre.  Hamilton.  The  result  is,  that 
the  plaintiffs'  judgment  against  the  garnishee  should  be  in- 
creased two  hundred  dollare. 

It  appeared  that  Mra.  Hamilton  took,  under  the  mortgage, 
goods  of  the  value  of  $188  not  covered  by  it.  The  droum- 
itance  is  immaterial,  because  the  plaintiffs  recover  of  Mrs. 
Hamilton  more  than  the  value  of  such  goods. 

By  the  Goubt.  The  judgment  is  reveraed,  and  the  cause 
remanded,  with  directions  to  the  cirouit  court  to  render  judg- 
ment for  the  plainti£h  in  accordance  with  this  opini<m. 

CHATim.  MoBiOAO^  WITH  PowKB  TO  SiLL  and  Tvplaoe  the  gooda,  oom 
stntotion  aad  validly  oft  Barmiv,  Fergui^W  Am.  Deo.  647,  and  note;  D&tr 
kkg  ▼.  (kXA,  48  Am.  Bep.  606;  Neuiean  ▼.  Obo/n^  8  Am.  St  Rip.  286^  and 
nofeB289. 

MosTOAaa  ov  Bzun  Pkopibtt  Orauras  as  Waivxr  of  ri^t  to  claim 
•xemptumi  Sea  note  to  Bowman  r.  SffaUy,  72  Am.  Deo.  744,  746. 
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en  Wkfoovnir,  tt&] 

ICifllKB    AVD    SSBTiar.  —  fita&yAHT,    THOUGH    A    MbKB   VOLUllTSn,    iJTO 

vor  KxPHomro  Akt  Pat  vob  thi  Work  Don;  it.  if  engaged  at  liie 
leqnast  of  the  man  in  oharge  of  the  woric,  for  the  time  bdng,  the  aer- 
▼aat  of  the  maeler,  and  entitled  to  the  aaaaa  prataotion  ma  hia  other 


ICiiOEB  AND  SiBTAST.  *-  Wben  Failubb  TO  Skflot  a  Boffioient  number 
of  men  to  perform  the  work  is  the  proadmate  caaae  of  injury  to  a  aer- 
Yant»  the  maater  la  liaUe,  nnleaa  anoh  aarran*  may  fairiy  be  aaid  to  have 
aMwmed  the  tiaic  inoident  to  earKying  en  the  work  with  an  inaafteiMi 
nnmberof  men. 

Damages  for  injury  sustained  by  plaintiff  while  employed 
by  defendant.  Demurrer  to  the  complaint,  that  it  did  not 
Btate  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  Order 
OTerruling  the  demurrer,  and  appeal  firom  such  order.  The 
facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

TomUm  4Md  M&niUy  iot  the  appellant 
A.  E.  DizoUj  for  the  respondent 

Taylob,  J.  It  is  obumed  by  the  learned  coqnael  fiir  the 
appellant  thut  the  complaint  does  not  state  a  cause  of  action, 
because  it  shows  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  mere  volunt^r  in  the 
work  in  which  h^  was  engaged  at  the  time  he  received  his  in- 
jury. Under  the  allagaticms  of  the  complaint,  the  plaintiff 
was  engaged  in  the  defendant's  work  at  the  request  of  the 
man  in  change  of  the  work;  and  although  it  may  be  said  that 
his  employment  was  fat  a  mere  tempoicaiy  purpose,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  was  not  expecting  any  pay  for  the  work  done, 
and  in  that  sense  the  employncient  was  voluntary,  still,  being 
in  the  defendant's  employment  at  the  request  of  its  servant  or 
foreman,  he  was  not  a  trespasser,  and  he  was,  for  the  time  be- 
ing, the  servMit  of  the  defendant,  and  entitled  to  the  same  pro- 
tection as  any  other  servant  of  the  defendant,  and  probably 
sobjeet  to  the  same  risks  of  injury  from  the  negUgence  of  his 
fellowHservants.  This  seems  to  be  the  rule  established  by  the 
authorities,  and  is  supported  by  considerations  of  justice:  El- 
well's  Svans  on  Agwoy,  682;  Wood  on  Master  and  Servant, 
909,  sea  466;  Degg  v.  M.  R.  Cq.,  1  Hurl.  4  N.  773;  Potter  v. 
Fa/dhMT,  81  L.  J.  Q.  B.  80;  Warburtm  v.  G.  W.  R.  Co.,  L.  R.  2 
Ex.  30;  .36  L.  J.  Ex.  9;  Wiggeit  v.  Fox,  11  Ex.  832;  Abraham  v. 
Seynold$y  6  Jur.,  N.  S.,  63;  Flower  v.  Penmylvania  R.  R.  Co., 
Pa.  St  210;  8  Am.  Sep.  261;  New  Orleans  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
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48  Miss.  112;  12  Am.  Rep.  856;  Street  R.  R.  Co,  v. 
BoUofiy  48  Ohio  St.  224,  226;  54  Am.  Rep.  803. 

Conceding  that  the  complaint  phows  that  the  plaintiff  stood 
in  the  relation  of  a  servant  or  employee  of  the  defendant  at  the 
time  the  accident  happened,  does  it  state  other  facts  which,  if 
proved  on  the  trial,  would  make  the  defendant  responsible  to 
him  in  damages  for  the  injury  received?  We  think  this  ques- 
tion should  be  answered  in  the  affirmative.  Laying  out  of 
view  all  other  allegations  in  the  complaint,  the  allegations 
contained  in  the  last  paragraph  thereof  are  sufficient  to  make 
out  his  cause  of  action.  If  he  im>ves  on  the  trial  that  his  in- 
jury resulted  from  the  defendant's  failure  to  employ  a  suffi- 
cient number  of  men  to  do  the  work  in  a  safe  and  proper 
manner,  and  by  reason  of  such  want  of  men  he  was  injui^ 
then  he  is  prima  facie  entitled  to  recover. 

The  courts  have  uniformly  held  that  it  is  a  duly  which  the 
employer  owes  his  servants,  when  set  to  do  any  particular 
work,  that  he  shall  provide  a  sufficient  number  of  men  to  do 
the  work  in  a  reasonably  safe  manner.  This  duty  is  placed 
on  the  same  ground  which  requires  the  employer  to  furnish 
safe  implements  and  appliances  for  doing  the  work,  and  a  rea- 
sonably safe  pl^ce  in  which  the  work  is  to  be  done.  Wood, 
in  his  work  on  railway  law  (vol.  8,  p.  1487,  sec.  881),  says: 
*'The  term  'appliances'  of  the  business  embraces  not  only 
machinery,  premises,  and  all  the  implements  of  every  kind 
used  in  and  about  the  business,  but  also  the  persons  em- 
ployed to  operate  them;  and  the  master  must  furnish  a  suffi- 
cient number  of  persons  competent  to  perform  the  labor  safely; 
and,  when  the  failure  to  etnploy  a  sufficient  number  of  hands 
to  perform  the  particular  service  is  the  proximate  cause  of  the 
injury,  the  master  is  liable,  unless  the  servant  may  fairly  be 
said  to  have  assumed  the  risk  incident  thereto."  This  is  a 
reasonable  and  just  rule,  and  has  been  approved  by  all  the 
courts  in  which  the  question  has  been  raised,  except  in  oases 
where  the  employee  knew  at  the  time  that  there  was  a  want 
of  sufficient  help,  and,  notwithstanding  such  knowledge,  en- 
tered into  the  employment:  Flike  v.  Boston  etc,  R.  R.  Co.^  58 
N.  Y.  549, 554;  18  Am.  Rep.  545;  Hayes  v.  Western  R.  R.  Corp., 
3  Cush.  270;  Mad  River  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Barbetj  6  Ohio  St.  641, 
563;  67  Am.  Dec.  812;  SHpp  v.  E.  C.  R.  R.  Co,,  9  Ex.  223; 
Booth  V.  Boston  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  73  N.  Y.  39;  29  Am.  Rep.  97. 

The  facts  stated  in  the  complaint  negative  any  presumption 
that  the  plaintiff  was  aware  of  the  fact  that  there  was  a  want 
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of  sufficient  men  to  perfonn  the  work  safely,  which  he  was 
suddenly  called  upon  to  assist  in  doing.  It  cannot  be  said, 
therefore,  from  the  facts  stated  in  the  complaint,  that  the 
plaintiff  assumed  the  dangers  incident  to  carrying  on  the 
work  with  an  insufficient  number  of  men.  We  think  the  com- 
plaint states  a  good  cause  of  action,  and  the  demurrer  to  the 
same  was  properly  oyerruled. 

By  the  Court.    The  order  of  the  circuit  court  appealed 
from  IB  affirmed,  and  the  cause  is  remanded  for  further  pro- 


Masisb  n  LiABLS  lOB  Ih JUXT  TO  SsBTAHT*  wfaflN  the  niimber  of  seiruitt 
employed  la  iiirafficient  to  do  the  work:  /Met  ▼.  Old  DumMon  CdUrn  MilU, 
9  Am.  8t  Rep.  92;  Mad  Biser  etc  B.  IL  Oo.  v.  Barber,  67  Am.  Beo.  312; 
Boaik  T.  Bottom  etc  B.  B.  Co.,  29  Am.  Rep.  97. 

Masxsk  is  Leabui  iDB  Ihjubt  to  SiBTAHT  Tdipqbaxzlt  Butlotbd: 
Fbwer  t.  PemuylBOiifa  B,  B.  Co.,  8  Am.  Rep.  261;  New  Orleane  B,  B.  Co.  ▼. 
ffarrieon,  12  Id.  366;  Street  B.  B.  Co.  r.BoUon,  64  Id.  803.  But  in  the  note 
to  Sdkerfeif  t.  Sofley,  67  Am.  Dec  6979  it  it  stated  that  a  vdimteer  ■wilting 
ilie  aerfao*  ef  eaottMr*  eitlier  gietnitnnely  or  al  iiie  leqiwt  of  the  ■erraat» 

Hie  neelir  lor  an  Jajorf  leeeirid. 


Stanubt  V.  Sullivan 

Wbit  or  ABOKAaoa  to  Put  BiauuTimr  Pdmbaiie  ia  jowinn  will 
only  iinie  when  the  rights  of  the  parties  alboted  hsTe  been  folly  deter- 
mined  by  Jndgmsnt.  The  ezeroiae  of  the  power  rests  in  the  sound  dia- 
eretion  of  the  oourti  and  it  will  not  be  ezendsed  in  oases  of  doabt^  nor 
nnder  edlor  of  its  ezetcise  will  title  be  tried  or  dsoided. 

Wbit  ov  AsBiBTAircB  to  Put  Bzioenov  Puboba8IB  in  possession  pro- 
Tided  by  the  Wisconsin  Revised  Statntss^  seotion  8026»  will  not  issue 
when  there  is  a  contest  as  to  the  right  of  the  ezecation  purchaser  to  the 
poBSSsiian  of  the  land  sold,  as  where  the  defendant  sets  up  a  bona  fide 
claim  of  a  homastsad  escemption  in  the  land  sold. 

Wen  OF  AKIax▲HOl^  PBoynnD  by  section  8Q85  of  the  Reyised  Statntes  of 
WiaooDsiny  will  not  issue  to  aid  an  execution  puchaser  of  an  exempted 
homsstead  as  against  the  owner  thereof  in  possssiion  at  the  time  of  the 
asle  and  iqpplication  for  the  writ. 

Wbxt  0»  AanaTAHCiy  Pbovibbd  by  seotion  8026  of  the  Reyised  Statntes  of 
Wisconsin,  will  only  be  issued  when  the  applioant  shows  that  at  the  time 
judgment  was  docketed  the  execution  defendant  had  an  interest  in  the 
land  upon  which  the  judgment  became  a  Uen,  and  that  he  or  some  one 
claiTTiiug  under  him  by  title  subsequentiy  acquired  is  in  possession,  and 
refuses  to  surrender  to  the  purchaser. 

Wbit  of  AseiSTAifCE.  — Judomxht  in  Aotiok  vob  DnroBOB»  that  plaintiff 
reoorer  a  certain  sum  of  money,  but  not  specifying  that  it  is  for  ali- 
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moBj  or  in  liea  of  alimony,  or  that  it  nhall  be  a  lien  upon  defendant's 
rati  or  penooal  property,  ia  a  mere  money  jndgOMnt,  vnder  ^MA  eon- 
eatioa  oannot  be  leried  upon  defendant*!  homeetead,  nor,  in  MMb  mm, 
will  the  writ  of  anrittanee,  provided  by  eeotion  SQ25  of  tba  Eenned 
Statntee  of  Wiaoonain,  inae  to  pat  the  pnrohaaer  In 


John  SandaU^  for  the  appellant 
Stafford  and  Connor ^  for  the  reepondenl 

TAYLoit,  J.  This  watf  tai  application  by  the  appeUaat  far  a 
a  writ  of  asaistanoe  to  pnt  the  applicant  into  the  poeseesioii  of 
a  parcel  of  real  estate  which  he  claims  had  been  sold  on  an 
execution  issued  upon  a  jndgment  in  an  action  for  diToroe 
brought  by  Mary  J.  SiiUivan,  as  plaintiff,  against  her  hnsband^ 
Daniel  Sollivan,  the  respondent  in  this  appeal.  Upon  such 
execution  sale  a  sheriff's  deed  had  been  issued  to  the  appli- 
cant Possession  of  the  pretnises  had  been  demanded  of  the 
defendant,  t)aniel  Sullivan^  by  the  applicant,  and  he  refused 
to  surrender  the  possession  to  him.  The  respondent  resiated 
the  motion  for  the  writ  on  the  ground  that  the  property  sold  on 
the  execution  was  his  homestead  at  the  time  the  judgment 
was  rendered  and  docketed,  as  well  as  at  the  time  of  the  Bale 
thereof  upon  said  execution.  The  circuit  court  refused  to 
order  the  writ  to  issue,  but  without  prejudice  to  the  right  of 
the  applicant  to  bring  an  HCtion  of  ejectment  to  recover  said 
lands. 

The  application  for  th^  writ  #as  made  under  the  provisions 
of  section  8025  of  the  itevised  Statutes  of  1878.  Previous  to 
the  enactment  of  said  section  in  1878,  the  courts  had  never 
had  the  right,  or  if  they  had,  had  never  exercised  the  right,  to 
issue  a  writ  of  assistance  to  put  A  purchaser  of  real  estate 
upon  an  ordinary  execution  sab  into  the  possession  of  the  real 
estate  so  purchased  by  him.  Previous  to  the  passage  of  this 
law  the  purchaser's  only  remedy  in  this  state  was  by  actioa 
of  ejeotment  against  the  party  in  possession  if  he  refused  to 
surrender  the  possession. 

Courts  of  equity  have  from  the  earliest  times  exercised  the 
right  to  issue  the  writ  of  assistance  in  actions  in  equity 
brought  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  rights  of  the  liti- 
gants to  the  title  or  possession  of  real  estate,  after  judgment 
declaring  such  rights,  as  well  as  in  cases  for  the  foreclosure  of 
or  redemption  of  mortgages.  In  such  cases,  the  courts  of 
equity  having  jurisdiction  of  the  persons  and  property  in  con- 
troversy have,  after  determining  the  rights  of  the  parties  liti- 
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gant  to  the  title  or  poesesfiion  of  real  estate,  rightfully  aMumed 
tbe  power  to  enforce  their  judgmente  hy  the  writ  of  aeaistaiice 
to  transfer  the  poBsession,  instead  of  turning  the  party  omr 
to  a  court  of  law  to  recover  such  possessioQ:  Rob^rdmm  r.  Some^ 
1  Atk.  543;  Pewn  v.  Lord  Baltimarej  1  Vee.  Sr.  444;  2  Bden  on 
InjonctionB,  Waterman's  ed.,  426;  BiribUy  ▼.  HawkUy  8  Atk. 
275;  Euguenin  v.  Bctsdey,  16  Ves.  Jr.  180;  Oarretton  ▼.  CoUf 
1  Har.  &  3.  887;  Buffum'a  Com^  18  N.  H.  14;  Dwowscm  t. 
dtvaucene^  1  Edw.  Ch.  272;  McKimA  t.  Eanley^  1  Bland,  868; 
Kmkaw  t.  Thompson,  4  Johns.  Ch.  610;  VaUnHtie  ▼.  rsBsr,  1 
Hopk.  Ch,  422;  Diggle  ▼.  B&ulden,  48  Wis.  477;  Sdienek  r. 
Conover^  18  N.  J.  Eq.  220;  78  Am.  Dee.  9S.    In  these  eases  the 
writs  only  issued  when  the  rights  of  the  respectiTS  parties  to 
be  affected  by  it  had  been  fully  determined  by  the  judgment 
in  the  action.    In  the  case  of  Schmeh  v.  Ccnovtt^  nipro,  it  is 
said:  ^  It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  add  that  the  ezereiss  of  the 
power  rests  in  the  sonnd  discreti<m  of  the  court    It  will  nerer 
be  exercised  in  a  case  of  doubt,  nor  under  color  of  its  exercise 
wiU  a  question  of  legal  title  be  tried  or  decided."    This  limi- 
tation upon  the  exercise  of  the  right  to  issue  a  writ  of  assist- 
ance is  recognised  by  all  the  authorities:  See  LangUy  r.  Foil, 
54  Cal.  486;  San  Jue  y.  Fulton^  46  Id.  816;  Henderson  v.  Mc 
IWkr,  46  Id.  647;  Barton  ▼.  BeaUy,  28  N.  J.  Eq.  412;  Va$^ 
mUr  ▼.  Bwdenj  26  Id.  414;  Thomete  t.  D$  Saun^  14  Id.  4L 

We  think  the  rule  under  the  statute  is  no  broader  than  the 
role  at  common  law  when  a|^lied  to  eases  coming  within  the 
statute.  The  statute  extends  the  power  to  issue  the  writ  to 
eases  not  eomtng  within  the  commoxHlaw  rule,  but  it  was 
elearly  not  intended  that  the  power  should  be  exercised  in  a 
case  where  there  was  a  honaJUie  contest  as  to  the  right  of  the 
purchaser  at  the  execution  sale  to  the  possession  of  the  lands 
Quder  soch  sale.  The  statute  starts  out  by  declaring  that 
''whenever  a  title  shall  have  been  perfected  in  any  peraon  to 
any  real  estate  sold  by  virtue  of  an  execution,  or  to  any  part 
thereof  or  interest  therein,  and  the  person  against  whom  soch 
execution  issued,  or  any  other  perscm  claiming  under  him  by 
title  arising  subsequently  to  the  docketing  of  the  judgment 
upon  which  it  issued,  shidl  be  in  possession  of  any  such  real 
estate,  or  part  thereof,  or  interest  therein,"  etc.  We  think  it 
is  evident  that  this  section,  read  in  connection  with  our  law  in 
regard  to  homestead  exemptions,  could  not  have  been  in- 
tended to  compel  the  court  to  issue  the  writ  of  assistance  in 
favor  of  the  purchaser  of  such  exempted  homestead  upon  an 
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execution  issued  against  the  owner  of  the  homestead  in  poe- 
aession  thereof  at  the  time  of  its  issue  and  sale,  and  at  the 
time  the  writ  was  applied  for.  The  letter  of  the  statute  might 
be  said  to  apply  to  such  a  case,  but  it  seems  to  us  very  clear  that 
fluch  is  not  the  spirit  or  meaning  of  the  act  In  the  case  of  the 
sale  of  the  homestead,  there  would,  under  the  law  exempting 
it,  be  a  failure  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser  at  the  execution 
sale  to  acquire  a  title  thereto  by  virtue  of  such  sale.  If,  on 
the  application  for  the  writ  in  such  case,  there  be  a  bona  fide 
<xmtention  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  for  the  homestead  ex- 
emption, we  think  it  is  eminently  proper  that  the  court  should 
refuse  the  writ,  and  leave  the  parties  to  settle  the  right  in  an 
action  at  law,  where  the  merits  of  the  claim  of  the  defendant 
may  be  passed  upon  by  a  full  trial  before  a  court  and  jury. 

In  order  to  obtain  the  writ  of  assistance  under  the  statute, 
the  applicant  must  show  that  at  the  time  the  judgment  was 
docketed  the  defendant  in  such  execution  had  an  interest  in 
the  real  estate  upon  which  the  judgment  so  docketed  was  a 
lien,  and  that  such  defendant,  or  some  one  claiming  mider 
him  by  title  acquired  subsequently  to  the  docketing  of  such 
judgment,  is  in  possession  and  refuses  to  surrender  such  pos- 
session to  the  purchaser.  On  the  application  for  this'  writ,  the 
respondent  meets  the  claim  by  alleging  that  the  judgment 
and  execution  under  which  the  applicant  for  the  writ  claims 
the  land  never  was  a  lien  thereon,  and  that  the  property  never 
was  subject  to  sale  upon  such  execution.  The  claim  made  by 
the  respondent  is  not  so  clearly  unfounded  as  to  justify  the 
court  in  holding,  upon  this  application,  that  it  is  not  made  in 
good  faith,  or  that  it  is  so  frivolous,  either  in  fact  or  in  law, 
that  it  should  be  ignored  and  the  writ  issued. 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  appellant  claims  that  the  judg- 
ment rendered  in  the  divorce  case  against  the  defendant  in 
the  execution,  the  respondent  on  this  appeal,  is  a  lien  upon 
the  homestead.  That  presents  a  question  of  law,  and  might 
f>erhaps  be  determined  upon  the  application  for  a  writ  of  as- 
sistance under  the  statute;  and  if  it  must  be  held  as  a  ques- 
tion of  law  that  it  was  a  lien  upon  the  homestead  of  the 
respondent,  and  that  such  homestead  was  subject  to  sale  on 
«uch  judgment,  as  any  other  real  estate  owned  by  him,  there 
would  then  seem  to  be  no  good  reason  for  turning  the  appel- 
lant over  to  his  action  of  ejectment  to  recover  the  possession 
of  said  premises.  The  judgment  in  the  divorce  case  under 
which  the  execution  was  issued  and  the  sale  made,  after 
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adjadging  that  the  said  Mary  J.  BnlliTan  be  divorced  from 
the  said  Daniel  Sullivan,  proceeds  to  adjudge  as  follows: 
*'And  it  is  hereby  farther  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the 
plaintiff  be  allowed,  and  have  and  recover  of  the  said  de- 
fendant, Daniel  Sullivan,  by  a  judgment  of  this  court,  the 
smn  of  $800,  and  $50  as  attorney's  fees,  and  the  costs  of  this 
action,  taxed  at  $62.90,  and  that  execution  issue  therefor." 

It  will  be  seen  that  this  is  a  mere  money  judgment,  upon 
which  execution  is  directed  as  in  ordinary  money  judgments. 
It  is  not  even  declared  that  the  eight  hundred  dollars  is  for 
alimony  or  in  lieu  of  alimony,  and  it  does  not  declare  that 
the  judgment  shall  be  a  lien  upon  any  of  the  defendant's 
real  or  personal  estate.  If  a  lien  upon  his  real  estate  at  all, 
it  became  so  by  docketing  it  as  a  money  judgment.  An  exe- 
cution issued  upon  this  judgment  can  have  no  other  efficacy 
than  an  execution  issued  upon  any  other  money  judgment. 
A  homestead  of  the  defendant  is  exempt  from  sale  upon  any 
execution  issued  upon  any  judgment  for  the  recovery  of  money: 
See  B.  S.,  sec.  2983.  The  judgment  upon  which  the  execu- 
tion in  this  case  issued  did  not  declare  on  its  fiace  that  it 
should  be  a  lien  upon  the  homestead  of  the  defendant,  as  the 
court  probably  might  have  declared  it  to  be;  and  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  such  declaration  of  the  court,  it  must  be  treated 
as  having  the  same  force  as  an  ordinary  judgment.  We 
do  not  hesitate  to  say  that,  upon  the  showing  made  by  the 
record  introduced  on  the  hearing,  the  judgment  was  not  a 
lien  upon  the  homestead  of  the  defendant,  if  he  had  one,  and 
that  the  writ  of  assistance  was  properly  refused  on  that 
ground.  Whether,  as  a  matter  of  fkct,  the  premises  in  ques- 
tioQ  were  and  are  the  homestead  of  the  respondent,  Sullivan 
was  not  determined  by  the  court  on  the  application  for  the 
writ;  and  because  the  fact  whether  it  was  or  was  not  a  home* 
stead  was  a  matter  of  uncertainty  upon  the  proo&  offered  upon 
the  hearing  of  the  motion,  the  court  was  right  in  refusing  the 
writ    See  cases  above  cited. 

It  is  said  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  appellant  that  the 
circuit  court  had  adjudged,  in  a  former  proceeding  in  the 
divorce  action,  that  the  premises  in  question  were  not  a  home- 
stead. After  a  careful  reading  of  these  proceedings,  it  appears 
to  us  that  the  question  of  homestead  was  not  in  issue  in  said 
proceedings,  and  was  not  passed  upon  by  the  court.  The  pro- 
ceedings referred  to  by  the  learned  counsel  were  the  proceed- 
ings upon  a  motion  made  by  the  defendant,  Daniel  Sullivan* 
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in  the  divoree  soit,  after  jodgmenty  to  set  aside  said  jodgment^ 
or  that  pari  of  it  which  adjudged  that  ho  ehould  pay  the  jdain- 
tiff,  Mary  J.  SnIliTan,  the  ram  of  eight  hundred  dollars  and 
the  costs  of  the  action.  The  gronnds  of  the  motion  wem,  that 
the  judgment  was  for  too  large  an  amount,  considering  his 
ability  to  pay,  and  on  the  ftirther  ground  that  there  was  an 
agreement  before  judgment  was  entered,  between  the  attorneys 
of  the  parties,  that  no  judgment  for  alimony  or  aUowance  tar 
the  plaintiff  should  be  taken  in  the  action.  The  question 
of  the  liability  of  the  homestead  to  be  sold  fiw  the  payment  of 
the  judgment  was  not  discussed  or  considered  by  the  cenrty  00 
fkr  as  we  are  able  to  discover  firom  the  proceedings^ 

By  the  Coubt.    The  order  of  the  circuit  court  is  afBtmed. 


Wbit  or  AfliiasAHCSi  Fomn  10  Gbast  rtiti  ia  tihs  acmiid  flinrsHoa  «f 
tiieooart^  sadwHI  net  be  eaerditd  in  osteof  doable  aortetiy  or  dsoides 
quMtiasof  WUt  Btkmekv,  Oummr,  78  An.  Dio.  96^  and  note  101;  note  te 
ribMi  ▼.  Poik^  SI  Id.  17S-17i.  ''G«B8nIl7»  s  writ  ol  Mnstanoe  will  be 
direetad  onlj  in  »  olew  otM^  and  wlnn  the  mpondent  ouinot  poadbly  hKve 
any  righta  wbioh  were  not  mbjeoted  to  the  deotet.  H  lor  iaatmoeb  ho  srti 
np  end  sppeu*  to  ebdm  in  good  bMtt  a  right  to  the  pommAaa  doiiped  inm 
mwkA  undar  the  iMttdhssHL  os  from  the  doimdHitM  wisr  to  the  otnuMsoBBiHiA 
ef  thoisit^ibeinilidii^Mideflhetof  hie  claim  will  very  leielyy  and  pariiapa 
never,  bo  triad  vpoa  i^pliotttiflB  to  thia  wiiti  bat  he  will  bo  loft  in 
aiflo  I  neamanon  Siaoation%  aao^  •#  d* 
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VIRGINIA. 


Davib  u  Chapman. 

IftTiMimAtiV.l 
m  Obabobabli  wxih  Lon  or  Pboohm  ov  Dbar 
"JXtm.  «r  ftdminiitnitor,  wlme  ha  indonat  it  for  MlUotioa 
plae^A  it  In  tb«  hioAi  of  peMcni  trtuuA  be  does  not  know,  and  dot 

OT  Oatamam  of  UnnD  fciMis  hav  Bocai^  Finr 
tiiat  the govmuDMit  maf  ohooM  te  pay  it)  uid  i^aan 

hiB  bond,  -whereror  giTsn,  u  aoooimtoblt,  if  he  ooUeote  tbe  eUin 

IuLb  to  aocooxit  icsttt,  to  tuatter  whe^  the  payment  (■  made. 
oir  B«r ASB  ot  DiaiDitfT  ttir  sfl  Oaiai^  iv  fioii  HutDi  or 

aoir  Afc  Ifrma—ittiBryii  aad  plawd  in  the  toidi  el  •  laeeitir  ty  •  < 

of  equity 9  aefecially  in  a  ertditor'e  aoit. 

BxLi«  in  eqtdty.    The  opinion  states  the  case. 

fiw  TF.  27iaina«o«Ml  C,  J?«  Atiart)  for  fbe  apf^Uantr 
B.  IT.  Ifoora  otuf  8.  P.  Beacliy  ttjit  the  appellee. 

F AUN«iE]ioT,  J.  At  the  December  termi  1872^  6f  tShe  cot 
coort  of  Fairfax  Oednly,  Virginia,  Lyman  BrcmghUm  qnali 
as  adminiBtrator  de  botiu  nofir  of  the  estate  of  Waite  Brot 
ton,  deoeasedy  exeenting  an  officii^  bond  in  the  penalty  of 
thousand  dollars,  on  which  the  appellant,  J.  C.  Davie,  beci 
surety.  In  1880,  the  appellee  John  ChapoMin,  for  himself 
other  creditors  of  the  said  Waite  Brongfaton,  deceased,  1 
hie  bill  against  the  said  Lyman  Bronghton,  adnrinistrato 
(enis  non  of  Waite  Broughton,  aforesaid,  and  John  C.  Di 
surety  on  his  ofBoial  bond,  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  a 
Uement  of  the  administration  accounts  of  the  said  Lyi 
Broughton,  administrator  de  honu  non  as  aforesaid.    The 

951 
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charges  that  Lyman  Broughton,  among  other  claims  due  the 
estate  of  his  intestate  which  came  into  his  hands  as  adminis- 
trator, had  received  a  claim  against  the  United  States  for 
damages  to  decedent's  property  during  the  Civil  War,  upon 
which  he  had  received  the  sum  allowed  and  paid  by  the 
United  States  government  of  two  thousand  eight  hundred  dol- 
lars, for  which  said  sum  he  had  failed  to  account 

The  defendants,  Lyman  Broughton,  administrator  de  bonis 
nonj  and  his  surety,  J.  C.  Davis,  the  appellant,  filed  their  sepa- 
rate answers  to  the  bill,  denying  their  liability,  on  the  ground 
that,  as  the  administrator  alleges,  the  claim  was  lost  through 
the  dishonesty  of  the  claim  agents  employed  by  him  to  prose- 
cute the  claim,  and  that  as  the  claim  was  paid  to  the  said 
agents  by  the  United  States  government  in  Washington  City, 
District  of  Columbia,  and  was  never  received  in  Virginiai  he 
cannot  be  held  accountable  for  it  here. 

During  the  progress  of  the  cause  it  was  referred  to  a  master 
commissioner  of  the  court  to  ascertain  and  report  what  amounti 
if  any,  had  been  collected,  and  by  whom,  on  the  said  claim 
against  the  government,  with  a  transcript  of  the  record  of  the 
treasury  departm^it  relating  to  the  matter,  and  the  deposi- 
tion of  the  administrator  himself  in  evidence,  showing  that  a 
draft  was  issued  July  19, 1878,  for  two  thousand  eight  hun- 
dred dollars,  payable  to  the  order  of  Lyman  Broughton,  ad- 
ministrator, which  draft  was  presented  at  the  treasury,  and 
paid,  indorsed  by  Lyman  Broughton,  administrator,  and  by 
John  H.  Ferry.  The  master  commissioner  reported  that  the 
administrator  had  collected  two  thousand  eight  hundred  dol- 
lars on  the  said  claim  from  the  United  States  government 
July  19, 1878,  and  was  chargeable  with  that  sum  as  due  the 
estate  of  his  intestate,  with  interest  thereon  from  the  said  date 
of  its  collection.  To  this  report  exceptions  were  filed,  and 
the  deposition  of  the  said  Lyman  Broughton,  administrator, 
denying  that  he  had  ever  received  the  money  aforesaid,  and 
alleging  that  it  had  been  lost,  and  he  had  been  defirauded  out 
of  it  by  the  dishonesty  of  the  agents  employed  by  him  to  col- 
lect it.  At  the  November  term,  1882,  of  the  said  court,  the 
cause  was  heard  on  the  bill,  answers,  the  deposition  of  the  ad- 
ministrator, Lyman  Broughton,  the  master's  report,  and  the 
exceptions  thereto,  a  draft  drawn  upon  the  treasury  of  the 
United  States  in  favor  of  Lyman  Broughton,  administrator, 
for  two  thousand  eight  hundred  dollars,  and  other  papers  filed 
by  complainant;  whereupon  the  court  decreed  that  fifty  per 
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centum  of  the  said  sum  of  two  thousand  eight  hmidred  dol- 
lars should  be  allowed  and  credited  to  the  administrator  for 
counsel  fees  and  expenses  of  collection,  and  decreed  against 
the  administrator  and  bis  surety  for  fourteen  hundred  dollars^ 
with  interest  thereon  from  the  nineteenth  day  of  July,  1878,  the 
date  of  collection,  to  be  paid  to  0.  W.  Hunt,  general  receiver 
of  the  court;  and  by  a  decree  of  June  term,  1883,  leave  was 
granted  to  said  Hunt  to  institute  any  suit  necessary  to  enforce 
tbe  decree  of  the  November  term,  1882,  aforesaid.  From  these 
decrees,  the  surety^  John  C.  Davis,  on  the  administrator  Ly* 
man  Brongbton's  official  bond,  appeals,  and  attacks  the  de* 
crees  as  erroneous,  for  grounds  of  error  assigned  in  his  peti- 
tion. 

1.  Because  the  fund  which  ought  to  have  been  received  by 
the  said  administrator  never  came  into  his  hands,  but  was 
lost  by  the  dishonesty  of  the  agents  whom  he  employed  to  col- 
lect the  claim.     Other  than  Broughton's  own  depo8iti<m,  there 
is  an  entire  absence  of  proof  of  dishonesty  on  the  part  of  the 
agents  whom  he  selected,  employed,  and  trusted  to  collect  this 
large  claim  due  from  the  United  States  government  to  the 
estate  of  his  intestate.     A  statement  dated  April  4,  1882^ 
made  by  one  Randall,  and  placed  among  the  papers  in  the 
case  by  the  appellant's  counsel  prior  to  the  decree,  says: 
"Ferry  was  engaged  in  the  prosecution  of  claims  from  a 
short  time  after  the  close  of  the  war  until  he  left  the  city, 
about  three  years  ago.    Black  was  regarded  as  a  man  of 
means,  but  his  proiwrty  was  in  Montana.    Ferry  was  not  re- 
garded as  a  man  of  means,  and  until  a  short  time  before  he 
left  here  was  considered  a  reliable  man,  but  since  his  depart- 
ure there  have  been  rumors  that  he  fell  into  dis&vor  with  the 
treasury  department."    Who  Randall  is,  or  what  connection 
he  had  with  Broughton,  is  not  disclosed.    Black  and  Ferry 
lived  in  Washington  City,  and  were  agents  to  prosecute  claims 
against  the  government.    Broughton  offered  no  evidence,  nor 
did  he  take  the  deposition  of  a  single  witness,  to  establish  the 
allegation  of  dishonesty  charged  in  his  answer.    Randall's 
statement  does  not  belong  in  the  record.    He  was  never  ex- 
amined or  cross-examined  as  a  witness,  and  his  statement 
furnishes  no  support  to  the  averment  of  the  answers.    If  this 
administrator  actually  realized  the  proceeds  of  this  claim, 
which  was  assets  of  the  estate  in  his  hands,  in  the  shape  of  a 
successfully  prosecuted  and  allowed  claim  against  the  govern- 
ment, represented  by  a  draft  upon  the  United  States  treasury 
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tat  hro  thousand  eight  hondred  dollars,  made  payable  to 
as  administrator^  and  which  could  not  be  used,  realised,  or  re- 
oeiTed  by  any  one  without  his  indorsement,  he  is  liable.  If^ 
as  he  alleges,  he  indorsed  the  draft  (and  did  not  collect  it 
himself,  of  which  there  is  no  evidence  in  the  record),  bat 
recklessly,  negligently,  and  improvidently  put  it,  so  indorsed 
by  him  as  administrator,  into  the  hands  of  men  whom  he 
himself  says  he  did  not  know,  nor  nothing  as  to  their  honesty^ 
or  responsibility,  and  whom  he  says  he  never  ''afterwards  saw 
again,"  he  is  equally  liable  for  the  waste,  upon  all  fixed  rules 
contr^ng  the  administration  of  estates,  and  the  reeponsibil* 
ity  of  fiduciaries.  In  the  case  of  Kee  v.  Kee^  2  Gratt  116,  this 
court  said:  *^The  duties  of  the  executor  are  to  performed  under 
the  obligations  of  sound  judgment,  acting  on  these  considera- 
tions of  worldly  prudence  which  affeot  the  safety  of  the  pecu- 
niary intarssto  confided  to  his  care.''  See  also  SouthaU  y. 
Taylor,  U  Id.  281. 

Bxoughton«  this  administrator,  says,  in  his  deposition^  of 
these  men,  Eerry  and  Black,  whom  he  not  only  employed  to 
prosecute  this  claim  but  to  whom  he  gave  the  draft,  which 
was  payable  only  to  him,  indorsed  by  him  as  administrator: 
^*  I  did  not  know  them;  I  did  not  know  that  they  were  reli- 
able ";  and  he  disclaims  any  knowledge  of  their  first  names, 
or  evisn  of  their  address.  He  did  tiot  even  contract  with  them 
so  as  to  protect  the  estate  against  exorbitant  charges  for  prose- 
cuting the  claim,  but  he  sweats  that ''  the  first  was  to  have 
twenty-five  per  cent;  the  other  man  what  he  chose."  He  said 
that  these  agente  said:  ''  None  of  it  [the  proceeds  of  the  claim] 
belonged  to  him;  that  it  belonged  to  creditors  of  the  estate; 
that  he  was  not  administrator;  that  they  were  administrators, 
and  parties  must  come  to  them."  He  made  no  denial  of  or 
resistenoe  to  this  absurd  and  sinister  pretension,  but  parted 
with  the  realised  proceeds  of  the  claim  by  indorsing  and  de- 
livering the  draft  to  these  men,  not  to  collect  it  and  to  settle 
with  him,  but  avowedly  to  exclude  him  from  it,  and  (as  he 
alleges)  to  retain  and  embezsle  it  entirely.  He  thus  not  only 
used  no  caution,  prudence,  or  discretion  in  the  transaction 
with  these  men,  but  he  swears  that  he  let  the  matter  rest; 
that  he  made  no  efibrt  to  collect  the  money,  or  signified  any 
desire  or  purpose  to  obtain  restitution;  that  he  has  never  seen 
or  heard  from  these  swindlers  since  1878,  since  he  indorsed 
and  gave  them  the  draft,  and  does  not  know  where  they  now 
are,  although  informed  fay  Eandall's  statement  that  Black 
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owned  property  in  Montana,  and  that  Ferrj  is  a  railxoad  man 
in  New  Jersey.  There  is  abundant  proof  in  the  record,  in  tne 
vary  deposition  of  the  administrator  himself,  of  his  gross  nq;* 
Ijgsoice  and  extraordinary  imprudence  and  zeckless  dealing 
in  regard  to  Uus  transaction;  and  it  is  impossible  to  read  the 
rececd  without  being  impressed  with  the  belief  that  this  fidu- 
«aary  did  in  fact  collect  and  waste  the  fund  which  he  now  de- 
nies having  received:  BeeMeCloakey  v.  GZeoion,  56  Vt  264;  48 
Am.  Bep.  770;  Bradttreet  v.  Evenm,  72  Pa.  8t  124;  18  Am. 
B^  665. 

The  second  assignment  of  error  sets  forth,  as  matter  of  law, 
that  there  is  no  liability  upon  the  bond,  because  the  claim 
was  prosecuted  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  the  money,  if 
collected,  waa  not  brought  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  state 
of  Virginia.  Whatever  may  be  the  doctrine  of  non-liability 
when  the  personal  representative  collects  assets  fitmi  a  non- 
resident private  debtor,  and  does  not  bring  th«n  or  their  con- 
verted value  witibdn  the  jurisdiction  where  he  qualified,  it  can 
have  no  application  or  relation  to  this  case.  The  supreme 
court  of  the  United  States  has  repeatedly  held  that  the  federal 
government  owing  a  debt  must  not  be  regaiddd  or  treated  as 
outside  of  the  jurisdiction  where  the  letters  of  administration 
were  granted. 

In  Vaughan  v.  Narthup^  15  Pet.  6,  the  court  said:  "The 
debts  due  from  tiie  government  of  the  United  States  have  no 
locality  at  the  seat  of  government  The  United  States,  in 
their  sovereign  capacity,  have  no  particular  place  of  domicile, 
but  possess,  in  contemplation  of  law,  an  ubiquity  throughout 
the  Union;  and  the  debts  due  by  them  are  not  to  be  treated 
like  the  debts  of  a  private  debtor,  which  constitute  local  assets 
in  his  own  domicile.  On  the  contrary,  the  administrator  of 
a  creditor  of  the  government,  duly  appointed  where  he  was 
domiciled  at  his  death,  has  full  authority  to  receive  payment 
and  give  a  full  discharge  of  the  debt  due  his  intestate  in  any 
place  where  the  government  may  choose  to  pay  it,  whether  it 
be  at  the  seat  of  government,  or  at  any  other  place  where  the 
public  funds  are  deposited." 

To  the  same  effect  is  Wym^n  v.  Bakteady  109  U.  8.  664,  re- 
varsii^  the  supreme  court  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  and 
held  that  the  repeal  of  the  act  of  1812,  by  omission,  did  not 
alter  or  weaken  the  rule  laid  down  in  VaughtM  v.  Narthupj 
15  Pet.  6.  The  court  said:  "  In  the  case  at  bar,  neither  the 
facta  that  the  drafts  were  made  payable  at  the  treasury  of  the 
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United  States,  in  the  city  of  Washington,  nor  the  deposit,  pur- 
suant to  section  307  of  the  Reyised  Statutes,  of  the  money 
represented  by  the  drafts  in  the  treasury  to  the  credit  of  the 
payees,  affected  the  character  or  the  validity  of  the  debts. 
But  the  United  States,  in  their  sovereign  capacity,  having  no 
domicile  in  any  part  of  the  Union  rather  than  in  any  other, 
do  not,  by  establishing  at  the  national  capital  a  treasury  far 
the  transaction  of  the  principal  business  of  the  financial  de- 
partment of  the  government,  and  making  their  money  obligar 
tions  payable  there,  confine  their  presence  or  their  powers  to 
this  spot." 

In  the  case  of  Taylor  v.  BenUsBj  110  U.  S.  42,  a  fiduciary, 
who  was  appointed  in  Louisiana,  held  a  Southern  war  claim 
against  the  government  (just  such  a  claim  as  Broughton  held) ; 
in  passing  on  the  question  of  her  liability  or  accountability, 
the  court  said:  ^'  We  are  of  opinion  that  this  appointment  made 
it  her  duty  to  take  necessary  legal  steps  to  obtain  this  money 
from  the  United  States.  She  was  equally  bound  to  prosecute 
it  with  diligence,  and  to  do  all  that  was  necessary  to  recover 
the  money.  The  subject  of  such  payments  by  the  United 
States  to  administrators  appointed  in  the  states  is  very  fully 
discussed  in  the  case  of  Wymanv.  Hcdstead,  supra^  and  upon 
the  principle  there  laid  down  we  are  of  opinon  that  payment 
to  Mrs.  Bemiss,  under  the  Louisiana  appointment,  is  a  valid 
payment,  and  that  she  is  responsible  under  that  appoint- 
menf 

These  cases  determine  that  the  fiduciary  is  bound  to  see  to 
the  collection  of  the  claim;  that  in  claims  against  the  govern- 
ment no  question  of  locality  arises;  that  he  can  prosecute  and 
collect  it  anywhere;  and  that  his  bond,  wherever  given,  is  ao» 
countable  if  he  neglect  to  collect,  or,  having  collected,  if  he 
fail  to  disburse  and  account. 

The  third  and  last  error  assigned  is,  that  the  decree  was 
rendered  in  favor  of  the  general  receiver  of  the  court.  Li  a 
creditors'  suit  against  a  personal  representative,  the  court  will 
always  preserve  the  fimd.  In  the  case  of  Farmer  v.  YateSj  23 
Gratt  145,  a  decree  fixing  the  amount  of  assets  in  the  fidu- 
ciary's hands,  and  directing  their  collection  by  a  receiver,  was 
a£5irmed.  Judge  Moncure,  in  delivering  the  opinion,  said:  ^^In 
a  creditors'  suit,  especially,  it  seems  to  be  fit  and  proper  that 
the  court  should  have  power  to  call  in  the  assets  from  the 
hands  of  a  personal  representative.  In  such  a  suit  the  court, 
in  effect,  becomes  the  personal  representative,  has  control  of 
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the  assets,  reduces  them  into  possession,  and  applies  than  in 
due  coorse  of  administration.'' 

We  see  no  error  in  the  decrees  of  the  cironit  court  of  Fair&x 
appealed  from,  and  they  must  be  affirmed. 

Decrees  affirmed.  

LiABn.iTT  OF  ExioinoE  OB  ADimnBrBAiOB  iob  Loss  ov  Twmwr  PioF* 
BBTV  is  diaciuMd  in  the  note  to  BuboOom  t.  Morrow,  87  Am.  Dm.  826^  S27. 
In  Norwood  t.  BarbieaB,  49  Am.  Bep.  739,  an  admmittrator,  who  had  d*- 
poaitad  f  onda  in  a  bank  which  waa  generally  repntad  to  be  aolTant»  waa  held 
not  liable  for  loaa  of  eaeh  fonda  by  the  aabeaqnent  failnre  of  the  bank. 

OouxT  ov  Equitt  has  Powsb  to  Aprom  RiOBiTm  orw  iftupaii^  in 
handa  of  ezeoator  or  adminiaiiator,  in  proper  eaae:  See  note  to  OoHdifm  ▼• 
Eatkawaif,  9^  Am.  Deo.  4S9. 
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Bailboad  Company. 
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OvvKB  ov  P&mnBB  Who  Dibiotlt  ob  bt  iMrLKunov  iMuaam  -Fib- 
8QBB  TO  Entib  on  and  paaa  orer  them,  thereby  aaaomea  an  obligatian 
that  they  are  in  aafe  eondition,  and  aoitable  for  aaoh  nae^  and  for  a 
broach  of  thia  obligation  he  ia  liable  in  damagea  to  a  peiaon  injured 
thereby.  Where^  therefore,  the  direot  and  naoal  path  to  a  railroad 
depot  ia  over  a  awitch  on  which  freight-can  frequently  atand,  with  an 
opening  habitnally  left  between  them  ao  aa  to  leaTe  the  path  unob- 
■tnicted,  and  this  path  is  constantly  nsed  by  persons  getting  on  and  off 
at  the  depot,  without  each  use  being  at  any  time  disooontenanced  by 
ti&e  company  or  ita  offldals  to  whom  it  is  known,  it  will  be  assnmed  that 
ti&e  company  invites  persons  having  bnsinees  at  the  depot  to  use  that 
path  between  the  cars  in  going  there,  and  it  is  not  negligence  per  ot  for 
them  to  do  so;  and  if  a  person  in  passing  between  the  cars  is  injured  by 
the  cars  being  suddenly  and  without  warning  nm  together,  tiie  com- 
pany ia  liable  in  dataiagea  for  the  injury. 

ToBT.    The  opinion  states  the  case. 

jEToIme*  Oonrad  and  E.  Nichols^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

Barton  and  Boydy  amd  E.  P.  Janney^  for  the  defendant  in 
0Ror. 

HnrroMy  J.  This  is  an  action  of  tort,  brought  by  the  per- 
Bcmal  representative  of  Francis  E.  Nichols,  to  recover  damages 
tor  injuries  sustained  by  him  which  caused  his  death. 

A  trial  was  had  before  a  jury,  which  resulted  in  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff  for  four  thousand  dollars.  This  verdict  the 
court,  upon  the  defendant's  motion,  set  aside;  and  to  this  ao- 
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tioQ  of  the  court,  as  well  as  its  action  in  refusing  certain  in- 
structions and  in  giving  others,  the  plaintiff  duly  excepted. 
At  the  next  term  the  case  was  submitted  to  the  court,  when 
a  judgment  was  rendered  for  the  defendant,  and  thereupon 
this  writ  of  error  was  taken.  The  facts  certified  as  proven  on 
the  first  trial,  and  submitted  to  the  judge  on  the  second,  with 
the  plat  filed  as  a  part  thereof,  show  the  topography  of  the 
ground,  the  location  of  the  depot  and  other  buildings  in  the 
vicinity,  and  the  position  of  the  cars  on  the  defendant's  track 
immediately  preceding  the  accident  to  have  been  as  follows: 
The  main  track  of  the  defendant's  railroad  runs  nearly  due 
east  and  west,  and  about  one  hundred  and  fifty  yards  south 
thereof  and  parallel  thereto  is  a  pike  running  through  the 
center  of  the  village  of  Purcelville.  From  this  pike  a  road 
runs  in  a  northwesterly  direction  across  the  railroad  to  Hills- 
boro. 

Extending  eastwardly  from  this  road,  and  immediately  south 
of  the  railroad,  is  the  freight  depot,  and  adjoining  which,  but 
still  farther  east,  is  the  passenger  depot.  Along  the  north 
side  of  both  freight  and  passenger  depots  is  a  platform,  usually 
more  or  less  obstructed  by  the  freight  and  express  goods 
habitually  unloaded  thereon;  and  along  the  east  end  of  the 
passenger  depot  there  is  also  a  platform,  with  three  steps  at  its 
southern  terminus  extending  to  the  ground.  Beginning  at  a 
point  on  the  main  track  some  distance  west  of  the  Hillsboro 
road  is  a  switch,  which  extends  eastwardly  across  said  road; 
and  around  and  beyond  said  depot  buildings,  and  from  a 
point  on  the  Hillsboro  road  about  sixty  yards  south  of  the 
passenger  depot,  is  a  path  which  extends  towards  the  steps  at 
the  southeastern  comer  of  the  passenger  depot,  and  this  path 
is  usually  taken  by  persons  going  to  and  from  the  depot 
The  land  east  of  the  Hillsboro  road,  and  south  of  the  railroad, 
is  open,  and  nearly  level,  while  that  west  of  the  Hillsboro 
road,  and  south  of  the  railroad,  is  woods,  —  dense  near  the 
pike,  and  sparsely  timbered  as  it  extends  northwestwardly  to- 
wards the  switch.  The  switch,  or  rather  that  portion  of  the 
switch  west  of  the  Hillsboro  road,  runs  through  a  cut  so  deep 
that,  by  reason  thereof,  and  the  intervention  of  a  warehouse 
which  stands  near  the  track,  the  smoke-stack  of  an  engine  can 
only  be  seen  by  persons  going  along  the  before-mentioned  path 
while  in  the  line  of  vision  between  the  warehouse  and  the 
switch. 

It  appears  that  it  was  the  invariable  custom  of  the  agent  at 
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the  depot  to  part  freight-care,  immediately  after  they  wen 
kft  or  placed  on  the  switch,  at  a  point  nearly  opposite  the 
passenger  depot,  for  the  purpose  of  affording  a  passage  to  the 
patrons  and  employees  of  the  road;  and  it  specially  appears 
that  it  had  been  done  in  this  instance,  although  it  would 
seem  that,  from  lack  of  assistance,  the  opening  left  was 
scarcely  as  wide  as  usual.  At  no  time  was  anything  said  or 
done  by  the  defendant's  agents  or  employees  to  convey  to  the 
public  the  idea  that  they  should  not  cross  the  track  at  these 
openings.  On  the  morning  of  the  accident,  there  were  stand* 
ing  on  the  switch  two  or  more  cars  west  of  the  road,  and  five 
cars  east  of  the  road.  These  five  cars  had  been  parted  on  the 
preceding  day  by  the  company's  agent  a  distance  of  eighteen 
inches  or  more  about  midway  between  the  path  and  the  steps 
at  the  southeast  corner  and  the  platform  of  the  passenger 
depot,  for  the  express  purpose  of  allowing  people  to  pass  over 
the  track;  and  this  was  the  condition  of  the  cars  on  the  mom- 
iDg  of  the  9th  of  August,  1883,  when  the  intestate,  Frank  E. 
Nichols,  who  was  on  his  way  to  the  depot  to  meet  his  brother, 
who  was  expected  home  on  the  train  due  at  twelve,  m.,  while 
in  the  act  of  passing  over  the  track  was  caught  between  the 
pars  and  killed  by  the  sudde;i  and  rapid  backing  of  the  engine, 
phich  drove  the  cars  together. 

Now  it  is  agreed  on  all  hands  that  there  is  a  wide  difference 
between  the  obligation  which  a  person  or  corporation  owes  to 
a  mere  license,  and  the  duty  which  the  same  person  or  corpo- 
ration owes  to  one  who  comes  upon  his  premises  by  an  invita- 
tion, either  expressed  or  implied. 

In  the  first  case,  it  is  generally  admitted  that  the  party 
comes  at  his  own  risk,  and  enjoys  the  license  subject  to  its 
concomitant  risks  or  perils,  and  that  in  such  case  no  duty  is 
imposed  upon  the  owner  or  occupant  to  keep  his  premises  in 
safe  and  suitable  condition  for  his  use,  and  the  owner  or  occu- 
pant is  only  liable  for  any  wanton  injury  that  may  be  done  to 
the  licensee:  HounseU  v.  Smythj  7  Com.  B.,  N.  S.,  738;  Barnes  v. 
Wardj  9  Id.  892;  Hardcastle  v.  South  Yorkshire  -B'y,  4  Hand. 
4  N.  67;  Binh  v.  South  Yorkshire  Ry  Co.,  8  Best  &  S. 
250;  Balch  v.  Smith,  7  Hurl.  &  N.  741;  Sweeny  v.  Old  Colony 
etc.  R.  R,  Co.,  10  Allen,  875;  87  Am.  Dec.  644;  Carlton  v. 
fmnconta  L  &  C.  Co.,  99  Mass.  216;  Pierce  on  Railroads,  274. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  law  imposes  an  obligation  on  the 
owner  or  occupant  to  provide  for  the  security  against  accident 
and  injury  of  those  he  has  invited  or  induced  to  come  upon 
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his  premiseB  by  such  an  adaptation  and  preparation  of 
place  for  their  reception  and  nae  as  would  naturally  lead  them 
to  suppose  that  they  might  properly  and  safely  enter  theieoiu 
Accordingly,  it  has  been  generally  held  that  where  the  owner 
or  occupier,  either  directly  or  by  implication^  induces  persooe 
to  enter  on  and  pass  over  his  premises,  he  thereby  assumes  an 
obligation  that  they  are  in  safe  condition,  suitable  for  such 
use,  and  for  a  breach  of  this  obligation  he  is  liable  in  damages 
to  a  person  injured  thereby.  In  all  cases  like  the  present,  it 
is  a  question  of  prime  importance,  in  determining  the  liability 
of  the  defendant,  to  ascertain  whether  the  injured  party  was 
upon  the  premises  at  the  time  of  the  accident  under  a  bare 
license  or  permission,  or  in  pursuanae  of  an  ipvitation.  Here 
the  deceased  must  be  regarded  as  having  adopted  this  rente  in 
pursuance  of  an  invitation  held  out  to  him  by  the  oonduct  of 
the  defendant  company.  The  circumstance  that  the  cars  were 
habitually  separated  at  this  point,  when  taken  in  ccmnection 
with  the  location  of  the  steps  to  the  platform  of  the  passenger 
depot,  and  the  constant  uninterrupted  use  of  the  same  by  per- 
sons getting  on  and  off  at  this  depot,  which  was  never  at  any 
time  discountenanced  by  the  road  or  its  officials  to  whom  it  was 
known,  is  susceptible  of  no  other  construction  than  that  it  was 
designed  as  a  path  by  means  of  which  access  might  be  gained 
to  the  depot,  as  well  by  persons  having  occasion  to  visit  the 
depot  as  by  the  company's  employees.  Under  these  circam- 
stances,  it  cannot  be  imputed  to  the  deceased  as  negligence,  i^ 
in  the  absence  of  some  warning,  he  selected  this  route  rather 
than  the  other  and  longer  one  around  by  the  freight  depot. 
Under  such  circumstances,  it  seems  to  us  clear  that  an  obliga* 
tion  was  imposed  upon  the  company  to  see  that  it  should  not 
become  a  source  of  danger  to  those  to  whom  it  had  held  it  out 
as  a  passage  or  way  through  which  they  might  safely  go,  and 
a  dtity  was  imposed  upon  the  company  of  notifying  persons 
entitled  or  invited  to  use  it,  in  some  unmistakable  way,  that  it 
was  about  to  be  closed  before  closing  it:  Baltimore  and  Ohu^ 
R.  R.  Co.  V.  Fitzpatrickj  35  Md.  88;  Gills  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  R, 
Co.j  69  Pa.  8t.  129;  98  Am.  Dec.  317;  Kay  v.  Pennsylvania 
R.  R.  Co.,  65  Pa.  St.  269;  8  Am.  Rep.  628. 

Now,  if  we  are  right  in  the  views  already  expressed,  here 
was  an  invitation  plainly  extended  to  the  plaintiff  to  cross  the 
railroad  at  that  point,  for,  as  we  have  before  intimated,  the 
custom  or  habit  of  the  company  in  making  and  leaving  open 
a  passage-way  between  the  cars  at  this  point,  which  the  record 
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shows  was  fal]y  known  to  its  oflScers,  taken  in  connection  with 
the  general  adoption  of  it  as  the  proper  route  by  all  persons 
having  occasion  to  go  to  the  passenger  depot,  and  the  failure 
of  the  company  to  provide  for  such  persons  some  other  unob- 
structed route,  can  be  regarded  as  nothing  else  than  an  invi« 
tadon  from  the  company  to  the  deceased  to  use  that  way. 
There  can  remain  but  one  other  inquiry,  and  that  is  this,  Was 
the  deceased,  in  accepting  this  invitation,  so  wanting  in  the 
ordinary  care  required  of  him  as  to  deprive  him  of  the  right 
to  recover?  A  question  not  difficult  to  answer,  if  we  remem- 
ber it  amounts  to  nothing  more  than  this,  whether  the  danger 
in  attempting  to  cross  the  track  between  those  stationary  cars 
was  so  obTious  that  a  person  of  ordinary  prudence  would  not 
have  made  the  attempt.  Let  it  be  borne  in  mind  that  all  that 
could  be  required  of  the  deceased  was  reasonable  care  in  view 
of  the  special  circumstances  of  the  case.  The  cars  were  not 
only  at  a  standstill,  but  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  there 
was  anything  to  indicate  to  the  deceased  that  they  were  about 
to  be  set  in  motion.  Under  such  circumstances,  it  was  a  mat- 
ter of  little  consequence  whether  the  cars  were  two  or  ten  feet 
apart.  In  either  case,  there  being  nothing  to  indicate  to  the 
deceased  that  these  cars  were  about  to  be  moved,  he  had  a 
right  to  suppose  that  he  could  effect  his  passage  in  safety. 
This  was  the  yiew  taken  by  the  jury,  and  we  entertain  no 
doubt  of  its  correctness.  That  there  are  cases  where  the  ques- 
tion of  negligence  is  one  of  law,  to  be  decided  by  the  court; 
but  negligence,  as  a  general  rule,  is  a  question  of  fact,  which 
ought  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury;  and  this  is  always  the  case 
where  the  facts  are  in  dispute,  and  the  inferences  which  fair- 
minded  men  would  draw  from  them  are  doubtful. 

In  this  view  of  the  case,  it  becomes  unnecessary  to  consider 
the  instructions. 

The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  of  Loudoun  County  must 
be  reversed,  and  a  judgment  will  be  entered  here  upon  the 
verdict  rendered  on  the  first  trial. 

Judgment  reversed. 

OwHBB  OF  Pbxmisbb  IS  LiASLc  Ts  Damaoss  TO  Okb  Who,  Usmo  Dm 
Casle,  Cknos  ihbrbon  at  the  inTitation  or  inducement,  ezpreas  or  implied, 
of  such  owner,  for  injuries  occasioned  by  the  nnaafe  condition  of  the  prem- 
iaes:  DonakUon  t.  WUsan,  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  4S6,  and  cases  in  note;  and  see 
note  to  ZoMaeh  t.  Tarbell,  87  Am.  Dec.  660-667,  discnssing  the  question. 
In  WabatheieB'fCQ.T.  Xodbe,  2  Am.  St.  Bep.  193,  it  is  held  to  be  the  dnty 
of  a  railroad  company  to  have  its  premises  in  reasonably  safe  condition,  to 
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prevent  injmy  to  persons  properly  thereon.  And  in  Bipme  ▼.  New  York 
CenL  R,  R.  Co,f  58  Am.  Rep.  512,  it  ia  held  that  if  a  railroad  company  has 
longf  constantly,  and  notorionsly  permitted  the  pahlio  to  cross  its  track  at  a 
place  not  in  a  highway,  it  is  bound  to  use  reasonable  oare  toward  persona 
crossings  sad  to  give  notice  and  warning  to  them  to  prevent  injoxy. 


Sbamsteb  V.  Blaokstook. 

[88  VxaomiA,  282.J 

Dmbsb  ov  Cootet  mat  bi  Void  bboaubi  It  has  EzannsD  in  Jwm^ 
DIOTXON  in  the  progress  of  the  canse,  even  though  it  obtained  jorisdiiv 
tion  rightfully.  And  where  in  a  suit  the  sole  object  of  which  is  the 
aasignment  of  a  widow's  dower  in  the  land  mentioned  in  the  inll,  the 
oonnty  court  not  only  assigns  the  dower,  but  also,  sponls  mo,  decrees  a 
mIo  of  the  residue  of  the  land,  it  plainly  exceeds  its  jurisdiction^  and  its 
decree  is  void,  and  may  be  collaterally  attacked. 

DiORU  or  ComEtT,  Pbohibitkd  bt  Statutb  teom  DiCBEEiiro  Salb  ov 
Lahd  for  partition  when  the  interest  of  any  party  exceeds  three  hun- 
dred dollars,  is  void  where  the  record  affirmatively  ahowa  that  the 
interest  of  each  party  exceeds  that  sum. 

BmoaBAL  ov  PxTmoN  Pbatino  ior  Ahotlkeht  ov  Void  Dbobzb  caanok 
a£foct  the  righta  of  the  parties  to  such  decree^  nor  prevent  them  firom 
attacking  it  in  a  collateral  proceeding. 

E  JBcnoBNT.    The  opinion  states  the  case 

W.  R.  Barksdale,  W.  W.  Henry^  and  H.  Edmwnds^  for  the 
plaintiffs  in  error. 

John  W.  RUh/f  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

Richardson,  J.  The  plaintiffs,  the  defendants  in  error  here, 
are  the  heirs  at  law  of  William  Blackstock,  who  died  intestate, 
in  1861,  and  they  claim  as  such  heirs.  The  defendants  claim 
title  through  and  under  one  Allen  Conner,  now  deceased,  who 
purchased  the  land  in  controversy  under  a  decree  of  the 
county  court  of  Halifax  County  in  1862.  No  conveyance, 
however,  appears  to  have  been  made  to  the  purchaser,  or 
ordered  by  the  court.  The  sale  was  made  in  a  certain  chan* 
eery  suit,  which  was  brought  in  the  said  county  court  in  1862, 
by  the  widow  of  the  said  William  Blackstock,  deceased,  for 
the  sole  purpose  of  having  assignment  of  her  dower  in  the 
lands  of  her  said  deceased  husband.  At  the  time  the  suit 
was  brought,  and  when  the  sale  above  mentioned  was  made, 
the  heirs  at  law  of  the  decedent  were  infants,  and  they  were 
made  defendants  to  the  bill.  The  single  object  of  the  suit 
was  the  assignment  of  the  widow's  dower  in  the  land  men- 
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tioned  in  the  bill.  The  court,  however,  not  only  directed  that 
the  dower  be  aseigned,  but  apparently,  sponte  sua,  decreed  a 
Bale  of  the  residne  of  the  land,  which  was  made  to  Conner  as 
aforesaid,  who  duly  paid  the  purchase-money  in  full.  The 
money,  except  the  share  of  one  of  the  heirs,  was  subsequently 
invested,  under  an  order  of  the  court,  in  confederate  securi- 
ties, and  of  course  was  lost  by  the  result  of  the  war.  The 
principal  question  presented  for  decision  is  as  to  the  effect  of 
the  proceedings  in  the  said  chancery  suit.  The  defendants 
relied  on  the  record  of  those  proceedings  upon  the  trial  in 
the  court  below  as  evidence  in  part  of  an  equitable  title  on 
their  part,  which,  they  insisted,  constituted  a  bar  to  the  plain- 
tiffs' recovery.  The  circuit  court,  however,  held  otherwise, 
and  gave  judgment  on  the  special  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs. 

The  plaintiffs,  the  defendants  in  error,  contend,  on  the 
other  hand,  that  the  record  so  relied  on  by  the  defendants, 
the  plaintiffs  in  error  here,  is  without  any  effect  in  the  pres- 
ent action,  for  two  reasons,  to  wit:  1.  Because  the  provisions 
of  the  code  above  mentioned  do  not  apply  to  judicial  sales, 
but  only  to  contracts  of  sale  made  directly  by  a  '' vendor  "  to 
"a  vendee,"  who  acts  without  the  compulsion  of  an  order  or 
decree  of  a  court;  2.  Because  the  decrees  and  proceedings  relied 
on  are  void. 

Passing  by  the  first  of  these  questions  as  unnecessary  to  be 
decided,  we  will  consider  the  second. 

It  is  an  elementary  principle  in  our  jurisprudence  that  juris- 
diction of  the  subject-matter  and  the  parties  is  essential  to  the 
conclusiveness  of  a  judgment  or  decree.  And  though  a  court 
may  obtain  jurisdiction  rightfully,  yet  its  decrees  may  be 
void,  becausoi  in  the  progress  of  the  cause,  it  has  exceeded  its 
jurisdiction.  The  adjudged  cases  furnish  numerous  examples 
of  this  kind.  Thus  where  a  bill  is  filed  to  sell  a  certain  lot, 
and  a  decree  is  entered  for  the  sale  of  another  and  different 
lot,  not  named  in  the  bill,  and  to  which  the  bill  has  no  rela- 
tion, such  decree,  as  respects  the  last-mentioned  lot,  is  a 
nullity.  This  principle  is  illustrated  by  the  case  of  Wade  v. 
Hancock^  76  Va.  620.  In  that  case  it  was  held  that  in  sum- 
mary proceedings  under  section  9,  chapter  7,  of  the  code  of 
1873,  the  circuit  courts  of  the  state  have  jurisdiction  to  ap- 
point, change,  and  remove  church  trustees,  but  not  to  deter- 
mine how  they  shall  administer  their  trust;  and  accordingly, 
the  judgment  complained  of  was  held  void,  because  in  pro- 
nouncing it  the  court  had  exceeded  its  jurisdiction.     In 
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delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  Burks,  J.,  cites  with  ap- 
probation the  case  of  Ex  parte  Lange^  18  Wall.  163,  in  which 
this  question  is  discussed  with  much  learning  and  ability  hy 
Mr.  Justice  Miller,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  supreme 
court  of  the  United  States.  See  also  7  Rob.  Pr.  107  et  seq., 
where  numerous  cases  to  the  same  effect  are  referred  to. 
The  application  of  these  principles  is  decisive  of  the  pres- 
ent case.  Here  the  county  court  in  discussing  a  sale  of 
the  residue  of  the  land,  after  allotting  the  widow's  dower, 
went  far  beyond  the  case  made  by  the  bill,  or  anything  con- 
templated thereby,  and  plainly  exceeded  its  jurisdiction,  the 
result  of  which  is,  the  proceedings  under  the  decree  of  sale 
are  void,  and  may  be  attacked  collaterally.  Various  irregu- 
larities are  alleged  to  have  occurred  in  the  proceedings  in  the 
county  court,  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  make  particular  refer- 
ence to  them  here,  because,  even  if  the  decree  of  sale  had  been 
consistent  with  the  averments  and  prayer  of  the  bill,  and  in 
other  respects  regular,  yet  the  decree  would  have  been  void, 
since  the  statute,  as  it  then  was,  prohibited  the  county  courts 
from  decreeing  a  sale  of  land  for  partition  when  the  interest 
of  any  party  exceeded  in  value  the  sum  of  three  liundred  dol- 
lars: Code  1860,  p.  681,  sec.  3.  And  here  the  record  affirma- 
tively shows  that  the  interest  of  each  party  exceeded  in  value 
that  sum. 

It  appears,  however,  that  in  1876,  the  suit  was  transferred 
from  the  county  to  the  circuit  court  of  Halifax  County,  and 
that  after  its  removal  the  plaintiffs  in  this  action,  the  defend- 
ants in  error,  appeared  in  the  latter  court  and  filed  their  pe- 
tition, alleging  errors  in  the  proceedings  in  the  county  court, 
insisting  that  the  decrees  made  therein  affecting  their  rights 
were  void,  and  praying  that  the  same  be  reheard  and  an- 
nulled. To  the  petition  there  was  a  demurrer  and  answer;  and 
upon  the  hearing  the  petition  was,  in  general  terms,  dismissed. 
The  plaintiffs  in  error  now  contend  that  the  decree  dismissing 
the  petition  finally  settled  the  rights  of  the  parties,  and  that 
the  matters  therein  alleged  are  res  jvdicata.  But  in  this  con- 
tention we  do  not  concur. 

In  Durant  v.  Eeeex  Company^  7  Wall.  107,  it  was  held  that 
a  decree,  absolute  in  its  terms,  dismissing  a  bill  in  equity,  is 
an  adjudication  of  the  merits  of  the  controversy,  and  consti- 
tutes a  bar  to  any  further  litigation  of  the  same  subject  be- 
tween the  same  parties,  unless  made  because  of  some  defect 
in  the  pleadings,  or  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  or  because  the 
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complainant  had  an  adequate  remedy  at  law,  or  upon  Bome 
other  ground  which  does  not  go  to  the  merits.  And,  said  the 
court,  where  words  of  qualification,  such  as  "  without  preju- 
dice," or  other  terms  indicating  a  right  or  privilege  to  ti^e 
further  legal  proceedings  on  the  subject,  do  not  accompany 
the  decree,  it  is  presumed  to  be  rendered  on  the  merits.  See, 
however,  what  is  said  in  Chrisman^9  Adm^rz  v.  Harfnan^  29 
Grati.  494,  601;  26  Am.  Rep.  887. 

In  the  present  case,  it  is  unnecessary  to  express  an  opinion 
as  to  the  effect  of  such  a  decree;  for  clearly  the  decree  of  the 
circuit  court,  dismissing  the  petition,  can  have  no  greater  force 
or  effect  than  if  it  had  been  made  by  the  county  court  before 
the  removal  of  the  cause  to  the  circuit  court.  And  we  take  it 
to  be  indisputable  that  no  order  or  decree  by  a  court  can  be 
clothed  with  vitality  unless  the  court  has  jurisdiction  to  ren- 
der it.  So  that  if  the  sale  of  the  land  in  controversy  was  void, 
as  we  have  shown  it  was,  the  rights  of  the  parties,  the  defend- 
anta  in  error,  were  not  and  could  not  be  affected  by  the  decree 
dismissing  the  petition,  in  which  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county 
court  to  order  the  sale  was  denied.  In  other  words,  that  de- 
cree constitutes  no  bar  to  the  maintenance  of  the  present  ac- 
tion. 

Only  one  other  point  in  the  case  need  be  mentioned.  It 
appears  from  the  record  of  the  proceedings  in  the  county  court 
that  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  D.  A.  Blackstock,  attained  his  ma- 
jority during  the  war,  and  soon  after  the  sale  of  the  land  bad 
been  made,  and  received  his  share  of  the  proceeds.  It  does 
not  appear,  however,  that  any  defense  on  that  ground  was 
made  in  the  court  below.  Whether  such  fact,  if  it  had  been 
relied  on,  would  estop  the  said  D.  A.  Blackstock  from  assert- 
ing any  claim  to  the  land,  is  a  question,  therefore,  as  to  which 
we  express  no  opinion. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  must  be  affirmed,  with 
costs  to  the  defendants  in  error. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

JunOlfXHT     WTTBODT    JUBIBDIOnOlT    OF    SWIOT-MAITUI    OV   ACTKOt    IB 

Von>:  See  Hahm  t.  Kelfy,  04  Am.  Dea  742,  and  note. 

Dmbis  hat  bb  Vom  bboaubb  €k>uRT  has  Ezgudbd  m  JuBsmionov 
in  the  jyi'OgroM  of  the  canaet  Anthony  t.  Ktaey,  pott,  p.  277. 


286  Dabracott  v.  Railroad  Co.  [Virgiiiiay 


Dabbaoott  t;.  Ghbsapeakb  and  Ohio  K  K  Co. 

183  VxBOIiaA,  98S.] 

BaoBT  TO  Oajaor  to  Bulzno  ov  Ootnrr  ov  Dbcubsib  n  Waiwed  hj  anMnd* 
lug  the  dacUratioii  and  going  to  trial  on  the  merita. 

Bktlotu  ov  Railboad  CoMPAirr  o  Ouiltt  ov  Cortbzbutobt  Kbou- 
OKNCB,  when,  in  Tiolation  of  the  company's  rales,  he  pnts  himaelf  In  a 
position  of  olmoos  danger,  in  conseqnenoe  of  which  he  is  injured. 

DOTT  07  Railboad  Company  to  m  Explotw  is  Dimbaboxd  bt  Ex- 
BBom  07  Obdimabt  Gabb,  by  which  is  meant  such  watchfnlneaay  can- 
tion,  and  foresight  as,  under  all  the  circnmstanoes  of  the  partiealar 
service,  a  corporation  controlled  by  carefol,  pradent  officers  oa^^t  to 
exercise.  Sach  company  is  not  bound  to  change  its  machineiy  in  order 
to  apply  every  new  invention  or  supposed  improvement  in  appliance, 
but  may  use  an  appliance  less  safe  than  another  in  use^  provided  its 
employees  be  not  deceived  as  to  the  degree  of  danger  that  they  inoor. 

Smtlotxb  or  Railboad  CoMPAirT  is  Bound  to  Exxbcisb  Obdinabt  Cabb 
to  avoid  injuries  to  himself,  and  any  negUgence  on  his  part  ^wftnnfing 
to  the  want  of  ordinsry  care,  which  is  the  proxiniate  oanae  of  the  injury, 
will  defeat  an  action  against  the  company. 

Davobb  Ingidxnt  to  Usb  07  Thbbx-link  Oounnros  iob  Railboad  Gabs 
may  be  considered  as  one  of  the  ordinary  perils^  the  risk  of  which,  by 
his  oontraot  of  service,  a  brakeman,  who  had  ample  means  of  knowing 
that  snch  couplings  were  often  made  by  the  oompany,  assumes. 

Tbbbpabs  on  the  case.    The  opinion  states  the  facts. 
Sandsj  Leakej  and  Carter^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

WiUiam  J.  Robertson  and  H.  T.  Wickham^  for  the  defendant 
in  error. 

Lewis,  President.  The  case  presents  no  new  question,  and 
may  be  briefly  disposed  of.  The  first  assignment  of  error  is, 
that  the  circuit  court  erred  in  sustaining  the  demurrer  to  the 
declaration.  A  sufficient  answer,  however,  to  this  objection 
is,  that  by  amending  the  declaration  and  going  to  trial  on  the 
merits,  the  right  to  object  to  the  ruling  of  the  court  on  the  de- 
murrer was  waived.  This  is  a  well-settled  rule,  in  support 
of  which  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  error  refer  to  the  perti- 
nent language  of  Nelson,  C.  J.,  in  Jotub  v.  Thompsony  6  Hill, 
621,  who  said:  "  By  amending  and  pleading  the  general  issue, 
the  defendant  admitted  the  correctness  of  the  judgment  on 
the  demurrer.  Had  he  intended  to  rely  upon  any  error  in 
that  judgment,  he  should  not  have  amended,  but  left  the  issue 

upon  the  record Who  ever  heard  of  an  issue  at  law 

upon  the  record  in  this  court  after  the  party  demurring  has 
availed  himself  of  the  privilege  by  joining  an  issue  of  &ct?" 
Upon  a  similar  point  in  Clearwater  v.  Meredith^  1  Wall.  25, 
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the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  said:  "When  the 
plaintiff  replied  de  novoy  after  a  demurrer  was  sustained  to 
bis  original  replication,  he  waived  any  right  he  might  have 
had  to  question  the  correctness  of  the  decision  of  the  court 
on  the  demurrer.  In  like  manner,  he  abandoned  his  second 
replication  when  he  availed  himself  of  the  leave  of  the  court, 
and  filed  a  third  and  last  one."  And  the  same  rule  prevails 
in  equity:  Marshall  v.  Vicksburgy  16  Wall.  146.  No  other  au- 
thority, however,  need  be  cit«;d  than  the  decision  of  this  court 
in  Hopkins  v.  Richardsonj  9  Oratt.  485,  which  is  directly  in 
point,  and  in  accordance  with  the  view  we  have  expressed. 

The  question  then  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  re- 
cover upon  the  evidence  before  the  jury,  which  is  certified 
with  the  record,  and  upon  which  the  case  was  afterwards 
decided  by  the  circuit  court.  And  in  this  connection  two 
questions  have  been  raised:  1.  Whether  the  company  was 
n%ligent;  and  2.  Whether  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  such 
contributory  negligence  as  to  defeat  a  recovery. 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  car,  the  coupling  fixtures  oi 
which  were  defective,  left  Hinton,  West  Virginia,  in  good  con- 
dition, coming  east,  on  the  26th  of  December,  1881.  It  was  a 
flat-car,  loaded  with  lumber,  and  was  one  of  a  number  oi 
fieight-cars  composing  the  same  train.  When  it  arrived  at 
Staunton  its  drawhead  was  found  tahave  been  pulled  out  or 
broken,  which  necessitated  the  use  of  what  is  called  'Hhe 
three-link  coupling,"  in  order  to  carry  it  to  its  destination 
without  delay.  The  evidence  also  shows  that  such  accidents 
are  of  frequent  occurrence,  and  that  upon  such  occasions,  to 
avoid  delay  in  the  transmission  of  freight,  the  three-link 
coupling  is  usually  resorted  to.  It  is  made  by  attaching  two 
chains,  of  three  links  each,  to  hooks  some  distance  apart  on 
the  bottom  sill  of  the  damaged  car,  and  then  inserting  the 
end  links  of  the  chains,  placed  one  upon  the  other,  in  the 
Bound  drawhead  of  the  car  to  which  the  coupling  is  to  be 
made.  There  they  are  fiEtstened  with  a  pin,  as  in  ordinary 
coupling. 

This  mode  of  coupling  is  as  safe  as  the  ordinary  one-link 
coupling  for  carrying  cars  forward,  but  is  more  dangerous  to 
make  if  made  while  the  cars  are  in  motion.  A  rule,  however, 
of  the  company  expressly  forbids  employees  entering  between 
can  when  in  motion  to  uncouple  them;  and  the  same  rule,  in 
view  of  the  evidence  before  us,  undoubtedly  applies  to  the 
coupling  of  cars  where  the  three-link  coupling  is  made.    Its 
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laugnageis  as  fbllowe:  '' Entering  between  cars  when  in  mo- 
tion to  nnconple  them,  and  all  each  impnidences,  are  danger- 
cos  and  in  violation  of  the  rules  of  this  company."  A  printed 
copy  of  the  roles,  of  which  this  was  one,  was  furnished  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  receipted  for  by  him,  more  than  a  month  before' 
the  accident  occurred. 

The  eyidence  does  not  show  that  the  plaintiff  knew,  or  with 
the  exercise  of  reasonable  diligence  might  have  known,  of  the 
condition  of  the  defective  car  before  it  reached  Hanover  Junc- 
tion, where  the  accident  occurred.  Several  of  the  defendant's 
witnesses  say  they  are  of  the  impression  that  they  previously 
called  his  attention  to  it,  but  he  himself  testifies  positively  to 
the  contrary. 

The  accident  occurred  in  this  way:  The  train  upon  which 
the  plaintiff  was  employed  was  divided  into  three  sections 
just  before  reaching  Hanover  Junction,  on  a  down  grade.  The 
first  section  remained  attached  to  the  engine,  and  was  carried 
down  to  the  junction.  The  second,  or  middle  section,  followed 
a  short  distance  behind,  and,  when  it  reached  the  junction,  was 
switched  off  on  a  side-track,  and  was  there  stopped.  The  third, 
or  rear  section,  was  then  brought  down,  moving  slowly.  As  it 
approached  the  first  section,  standing  on  the  main  track,  the 
plaintiff  went  to  the  rear  end  of  the  first  section  to  make  the 
coupling  between  the  two  sections.  There  he  took  position, 
standing  with  one  foot  between  the  rails,  the  other  outside, 
with  his  right  hand  resting  on  the  rear  sill  of  the  rear  car. 
He  stood  in  this  position  for  several  minutes  until  the  arrival 
of  the  third  section,  at  the  bead  of  which  was  the  damaged 
car,  with  the  two  chains  hanging  from  the  hooks  of  its  front 
sill,  to  which  they  were  attached.  The  track  at  this  point  is 
straight  for  a  mile  or  more  in  either  direction,  thus  giving  the 
plaintiff  ample  opportunity  to  have  observed  the  defective  con- 
dition of  the  approaching  car.  He  testifies  that  he  did  not, 
in  fact,  observe  its  condition  until  the  car  was  within  four  feet 
of  where  he  stood, — too  late,  he  says,  for  him  to  have  left  the 
track  with  safety.  But  upon  this  point  the  evidence  is  con- 
flicting. 

A  rule  of  the  company  provides  that,  "in  coupling  cars,  a 
stick  should  always  be  used,"  when  possible,  which  materi- 
ally lessens  the  danger  of  coupling.  Nevertheless,  the  plain- 
tiff undertook  to  make  the  coupling,  not  only  without  the  aid 
of  a  stick,  but  with  his  left  hand  only,  and  in  the  attempt  to 
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do  My  hifl  hand  was  caught  an  J  croahed  between  the 
of  the  can. 

The  witness  Michie,  who  was  the  conductor  of  the  train, 
testifies  that  as  the  phiintiff  was  going  up  the  track  to  make 
the  coupling,  he  warned  him,  when  within  five  or  six  steps  of 
him,  to  '*be  particular,"  saying  at  the  same  time  that  the 
coupling  was  a  dangerous  one  to  make.  He  also  testifies  that 
he  has  been  in  the  employ  of  the  company  for  a  number  of 
years  as  a  freight  conductor,  and  has  ncTer  seen  or  known  of 
a  brakeman  making,  or  attempting  to  make,  a  three-link  coup- 
ling when  the  cars  were  in  motion. 

The  witness  Cosby  testifies  that  while  the  rear  section  of 
the  train  was  slowly  approaching  the  first  section,  which  was 
stationary  on  the  main  track,  and  had  nearly  reached  it,  he 
called  the  plaintiff's  attention  to  the  coupling  of  the  flat-car, 
and  cautioned  him  not  to  go  between  the  cars.  The  witness 
was  a  brakeman  on  the  rear  section,  and  was  standing,  when 
he  spoke  to  the  plaintiff,  on  topof  one  of  the  moying  cars.  He 
says  he  spoke  loud  enough  for  the  plaintiff  to  have  heard  him, 
though  he  made  no  reply. 

The  plaintiff,  however,  testifies  that  he  did  not  hear  the 
warnings,  either  of  Michie  or  Cosby.  And  Dr.  Anderson,  who 
happened  to  be  standing  near  by,  and  who  went  to  the  plain- 
tiff's assbtance  when  the  accident  occurred,  testifies  that  they 
were  unheard  by  him.  But  several  witnesses,  who  were  in  no 
better  position  tat  hearing,  swear  positively  that  they  dis- 
tinctly heard  the  remarks  of  both  Michie  and  Cosby. 

At  all  events,  the  evidence  shows  that  the  dangerous  condi- 
tion of  the  coupling  was  obvious,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  in  vio- 
lation of  the  rules  of  the  company,  voluntarily  put  himself 
in  a  position  of  danger,  in  consequence  of  which  he  was  in- 
jured. Under  these  circumstances,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  he 
was  the  author  of  his  own  misfortune;  that  is  to  say,  bis  neg- 
ligence,  or  what  is  the  same  thing,  his  want  of  ordinary  care 
and  caution,  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury  complained 
of.  The  action  is  therefore  not  maintainable;  for,  as  was  for- 
cibly said  by  Judge  Cooley,  in  Michigan  Central  R.  R.  Co,  v. 
SwithBonj  45  Mich.  212:  *^The  best  notice  is  that  which  a  man 
must  of  necessity  see,  and  which  cannot  confuse  or  mislead 
him;  he  needs  no  printed  placard  to  announce  a  precipice 
i^n  he  stands  before  it."  And  by  Mr.  Justice  Miller,  in 
Ctimifiifigftam  ▼.  Chicago  etc.  Efy  Co.,  5  McCrary,  465:  ^'A  man 
hu  no  right  to  thrust  himself  forward  into  a  dangerous  posi* 
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tion,  and  say, '  If  I  am  hurt  I  shall  go  to  the  hospital  and  be 
taken  care  of,  and  recover  damages.'  He  has  got  to  take  care 
of  himself,"  etc. 

The  law  undoubtedly  imposes  upon  a  railroad  company  the 
duty  to  observe  due  care  in  selecting  competent  servants,  and 
in  supplying  and  maintaining  suitable  and  safe  machinery, 
and  a  safe  track:  Baltimore  etc,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  MeKentie^  81  Va. 
71 ;  NoHhem  Parific  R.  R.  Co.  v.  HerbeH,  116  U.  S.  642.  It  if 
not,  however,  the  insurer  of  the  safety  of  its  employees.  Its 
duty  to  them  is  dischai^ed  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care; 
and  by  ordinary  care  is  meant  ^'  such  watchfulness,  caution, 
and  foresight  as,  under  the  all  the  circumstances  of  the  par- 
ticular service,  a  corporation  controlled  by  careful,  prudent 
oflScers  ought  to  exercise  ":  Wdbash  Railway  Co.  v.  McDanieUy 
107  Id.  454.  Hence,  it  is  not  required  to  change  its  ma- 
chinery in  order  to  apply  every  new  invention  or  supposed 
improvement  in  appliance;  and  it  may  even  have  in  use  a 
machine  or  appliance  for  its  operation,  shown  to  be  less  safe 
than  another  in  use,  without  being  liable  to  its  employees  foi 
the  non-adoption  of  the  improvement,  provided  that  the  em- 
ployee be  not  deceived  as  to  the  degree  of  danger  that  he 
incurs:  Wharton  on  Negligence,  sec.  213;  2  Thompson  on 
Negligence,  1019,  sec.  24  (2);  Hough  v.  Railway  Co.^  100 
U.  S.  218;  Lovejoy  v.  Boston  ete.  R.  R.  Co.^  125  Mass.  79; 
28  Am.  Rep.  206;  Michigan  Central  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Smiihaon^ 
eupra.  ^ 

There  are  also  certain  correlative  duties  on  the  part  of  the 
employee  to  the  company.    Of  these,  one  is  the  duty  of  the 
employee  to  be  reasonably  observant  of  the  machinery  he 
operates,  and  to  report  any  defects  he  may  discover  therein  to 
the  company.    Another  is  to  exercise  ordinary  care  to  avoid 
injuries  to  himself;  for  the  company  is  under  no  greater  obli* 
gation  to  care  for  his  safety  than  he  himself  is.    He  must 
also  obey  the  rules  of  the  company  prescribed  for  his  safety, 
and  which  are  brought  to  his  knowledge.    And  he  must  in- 
form himself,  as  far  as  he  reasonably  can,  respecting  the 
dangers  as  well  as  the  duties  incident  to  the  service  upon 
which  he  enters.     It  has  accordingly  been  held  in  numer- 
ous cases,  and  the  principle  is  elementary,  that  where  the 
employee's  willful  disobedience  of  the  company's  rules  is 
the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury  complained  of,  no  re- 
covery can  be  had  ^of  the  company.     And  in  general,  any 
negligence  of  the  employee,  amounting  to  the  want  of  ordinary 
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care,  which  is  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury,  will  defeat 
aD  action  against  the  company:  ClarVs  AdmW  v.  Richrnond 
0U.  S.  R.  Co.,  78  Va.  709;  49  Am.  Rep.  894;  SheeUr^s  AdmW 
V.  Chesapeake  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  81  Va.  188;  59  Am.  Rep.  654; 
M.  &  C.  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Thomas,  51  Miss.  637;  Shanny  v.  Andro- 
Koggin  MiUs,  66  Me.  420;  Muldowney  v.  Illinoie  Central  Ry 
Co.,  39  Iowa,  615;  Lockwood  v.  Chicago  etc,  R.  R.  Co.,  55  Wis. 
60;  Toledo  etc.  Wy  Co.  v.  Aehbury,  84  HI.  429;  Hathoway  v. 
Michigan  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  51  Mich.  253;  47  Am.  Rep.  569; 
RaUroad  Co.  v.  Jones,  95  U.  8. 439;  TutUe  v.  MUioaukee  Ry  Co., 
122  Id.  189. 

This  is  decisive  of  the  case  before  us.  It  is  proper,  how- 
ever, to  say  that  the  evidence  does  not  establish  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  company.  If  the  rules  of  the  company  are 
observed,  the  risks  and  perils  of  the  service  are  not  increased 
by  the  use  of  the  three-link  coupling;  and  if  they  were,  in 
view  of  the  frequency  with  which  such  couplings,  in  emergen- 
cies, are  made,  the  danger  incident  to  their  use  may  well  be 
considered  as  one  of  the  ordinary  perils,  the  risk  of  which,  by 
bis  contract  of  service,  the  plaintiff  assumed.  He  certainly 
had  ample  means  of  knowing  that  such  couplings  were. often 
made  by  the  company,  and  he  is,  therefore,  affected  with  no- 
tice of  the  fSact.  It  was  his  duty  to  have  known  it,  if  he  did 
not;  and  the  rule  is  well  settled  that  where  an  employee  has 
notice  of  extra  hazards  in  the  line  of  his  employment,  and 
continues  in  the  service,  without  any  promise  on  the  part  of 
the  master  to  do  any  act  to  render  the  same  less  hazardous,  it 
will  be  at  his  own  peril;  for  the  law  presumes  that  he  intended 
to  assume  them;  otherwise  he  would  have  quit  the  service: 
ClarVs  AdmW  v.  Richmond  and  DanvUU  R.  R.  Co.,  78  Va.  709; 
49  Am.  Rep.  894;  Stafford  v.  Chicago  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  114  111. 
244;  FotiflfA  v.  R'y  Co.,  100  U.  S.  213;  Tuttle  v.  Milwaukee  R'y 
Co.,  122  Id.  189. 

For  these  reasons,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  circuit  court 
did  not  err  in  setting  aside  the  verdict  of  the  jury  and  grant- 
ing a  new  trial;  nor  afterwards,  in  giving  final  judgment  for 
the  defendant.    The  judgment  is  therefore  afiBrmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

PlSTT  PLSADOra  OWE  AITXB  DnCUBKIB  HAS  Bmr  OVBBBULID,  WaIVKS 

^  OBJicrnoHS  to  the  mling  npon  the  demnrrer:  Tabor  r.  MtrehanU'  Nat 
AmI^  3  Am.  St.  Bep.  241. 

BiBYAirT'B  KlOBT  TO   RiOOVBRT  Of    DaJCAOIS  IOR   LfJURIU  CaUBSD  BT 

^^^ma's  Waht  of  Ca&b  is  barred  by  serrant'e  oontribntory  negligence: 
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See  AmkRt.  LaootdaM,  Co,,  77  Am.  Dec.  212»  end  note;  MwlMratbe  earren* 
hee  pleoed  himeelf  in  a  daagercms  position  where  he  had  no  bmineei  to  hes 
Note  to  CMeago  €ic  B.ACa.  t.  Sweii,  91  Id.  219. 

DuTT  or  Mastbb  to  Sketaht  is  Dihohabokp  bt  THi  KiiMHM  or  0»- 
nniART  Cabb;  he  is  not  boond  to  protect  the  eenrent  at  all  haarde  hy 
funlehing  abeolntely  eafe  appliancei»  or  by  the  adoption  of  ereiy  new  ia« 
▼vntion:  See  notee  to  BwrnUY.  Laeuda  Ufg,  Co,,  71  Am.  Dee.  21S-229;  and 
ClAoaQO  eic  RR^Co,  t.  SweU,  92  Id.  21^221;  and  aleo  OMkiige  ▼.  Jiiammri 
Fae,  B*}f  Co,,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  892;  and  note.  To  the  nme  effect  are  Hvh» 
T.  JOMOnH/Vie.  B'fCo.,m£o.440i9adPkSl«uMipkga€icB.R  Co.  r.  Ayte^ 
119  Pa.  St  901. 

Whbbb  OouruNoa  bbtwbbn  TtiniBOAn  Cabs  do  not  allow  aoffioiflnt  apace 
for  brakemen  to  etand  in,  or  are  otherwiae  yiaibly  dangflnNi%  the  railroad 
company  is  not  liable  for  an  injury  reeolting  firom  sobh  defeeta:  Sea  Kdlff  ▼• 
AbboU,  58  Am.  Bep.  292;  and  oaaee  in  note. 


Bedd  V.  Dybb. 

ftt  yXBOIFXA,  SSL] 

Idziii  CUtbas  Skrob  SxBion.T  Affldb  to  JuiuaiAL  Salis;  aabjeot  to 
the  qnalifloation  that  the  porbhaeer  is  entitled  to  relief  on  the  groond  of 
after-diaoovered  miatake  of  matKial  ^ete,  or  frand.  Bat  to  entitle  hhn 
to  relief  auoh  miatake  mvat  be  mntnaly  and  where  fraud  or  miatake  ia 
relied  on  by  him,  after  the  aale  haa  been  confirmed,  it  moat  be  clearly 
and  diatinotiy  charged  and  prored. 

Pdbobabbr  at  Judicial  8al%  bt  ho  CoirrBAor  or  Pubckasb;  Waitbi 
Bbbob  or  CouBT  in  deoreeuig  the  aale  witboat  ordering  an  aeooont  of 
liena  to  be  firat  taken. 

Appeal.    The  opinion  states  the  case. 

WhUUe  and  Andenan^  and  J.  L.  Andenan,  for  the  appeUants. 
A.  P.  Staples^  for  the  appellees. 

Richardson,  J.  The  case  is  this:  The  female  appellant  was 
the  purchaser  of  the  house  and  lot  in  the  proceedings  men- 
tioned, situate  in  the  town  of  Martinsville.  The  sale  was  made 
under  a  decree  of  the  circuit  court  of  Henry  County,  in  the 
suit  of  Dyer  against  Pharis,  trustee,  and  others,  and  the  terms 
of  sale  were  duly  complied  with;  that  is  to  say,  the  required 
cash  payment  of  $100  was  made,  and  two  bonds  were  executed 
by  the  purchaser,  with  surety  for  the  deferred  payments  of  $525 
each,  payable  at  six  and  twelve  months  from  their  date.  The 
sale  was  made  in  August,  1883,  and  was  duly  reported  to  and 
confirmed  by  the  court,  without  objection,  at  the  following  Oc- 
tober term.  And  at  the  same  term  a  receiver  was  appointed 
to  collect  the  bonds  as  they  should  respectively  become  due. 
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At  ihe  October  term,  1884,  the  receiver  reported  to  the  coart 
that  the  purchaser  was  in  default  in  respect  of  the  second  and 
last  installment  of  the  purchase-money,  which  fell  due  on  the 
thirteenth  of  August,  1884;  whereupon  a  rule  was  awarded 
against  the  purchaser  and  her  surety,  returnable  to  a  later  day 
of  the  same  term,  to  show  cause  why  a  resale  should  not  be  or* 
dered. 

To  this  rule  the  purchaser,  Mrs.  Sallie  H.  Redd,  and  her  bus* 
band,  James  S.  Redd,  who  are  the  appellants  here,  filed  their 
joiDt  and  several  answer,  in  which  they  averred  that  when  the 
property  was  exposed  to  sale,  and  before  the  sale  was  made, 
the  commissioner,  Pharis,  who  conducted  the  sale,  made  pub- 
lie  proclamation  that  the  title  to  the  property  was  perfectly 
clear,  "  with  the  exception  of  the  Calloway  claim,"  and  that 
with  this  understanding  the  purchase  was  made.  They  also 
averred  that  since  the  sale  a  claim  to  the  property  had  been 
asserted  by  one  William  Martin  and  wife,  who  had  retained 
counsel  to  recover  it. 

The  answer  then  proceeds  as  follows:  Your  respondents  are 
advised  that  a  court  of  equity  will  not  require  purchasers  at  a 
judicial  sale  to  pay  oat  the  purchase-money  with  a  cloud  upon 
the  property.  They  therefore  ask  that  a  decree  be  entered  di- 
recting **your  respondents,"  within  ninety  days,  to  deposit  the 
$525,  the  last  payment  for  said  house  and  lot,  over  to  the 
Henry  County  Bank,  subject  to  any  claim  that  the  said  Wil« 
liam  Martin  and  wife  may  establish  against  the  property. 

At  the  hearing,  a  decree  was  entered  directing  the  property 
to  be  resold  within  a  specified  time,  unless  the  balance  of  pur- 
chase-money then  due,  with  interest,  should  be  paid.  The 
decree  also  directed  the  receiver,  out  of  the  fund  to  come  into 
his  hands,  to  pay  certain  debts,  as  directed  by  a  decree  in  the 
cause  made  at  the  May  term,  1883. 

The  balance  of  the  purchase-money  not  having  been  paid 
within  the  specified  time,  the  property  was  advertised  to  be 
i^esold;  and  tiiereupon,  the  said  James  S.  Redd  and  Sallie,  his 
wife,  filed  their  bill  in  the  said  circuit  court  for  an  injunction 
to  prevent  the  sale.  They  charged,  as  they  had  formerly 
done  in  their  answer  to  the  rule  aforesaid,  that  the  property, 
when  sold,  was  represented  by  the  commissioner  to  be  unen- 
ctunbered,  and  that  the  title  to  the  same  was  perfect,  *' except 
as  to  the  Calloway  claim,"  and  that  upon  this  assurance  the 
property  was  purchased.  They  also  set  forth  in  the  bill,  and 
in  detail,  the  nature  of  the  Martin  claim,  which,  it  was  al- 

Am.  St.  Kip..  Vol,  V. —IS 
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leged,  was  in  no  way  connected  with  the  Calloway  clainu 
They  also  complained  of  the  provision  in  the  decree  ordering 
a  resale,  which  directed  the  fund,  when  collected,  to  be  dis- 
tributed, averring  that  if  the  unpaid  instalhnent  of  purchase- 
money  were  paid  and  distributed  as  directed  by  that  decree, 
the  result  would  be,  in  the  event  the  Martin  claim  were  es- 
tablished, that  the  purchaser  would  not  only  lose  the  prop- 
erty, but  the  whole  of  the  purchase-money  besides.  They  also 
averred  that  they  had  put  improvements  on  the  property, 
amounting  in  value  to  fourteen  hundred  dollars.  And  the 
prayer  of  the  bill  was,  that  the  Martin  claim  be  adjudicated 
and  determined,  that  the  sale  be  enjoined,  and  for  general 
relief. 

The  injunction  was  awarded  as  prayed  for.  The  defendant 
Pharis,  "  receiver  and  special  commissioner,"  demurred  to  the 
bill,  and  also  answered.  He  denied  that  when  the  sale  was 
made  he  represented  the  title  to  the  property  to  be  good,  ex- 
cept as  to  the  Calloway  claim,  as  charged  in  the  bill;  and  he 
denied  that  any  further  statement  was  made  in  connection 
with  the  title  than  the  public  announcement  by  the  crier  on 
the  day  of  sale  that  '*  the  property  was  involved  in  the  suit  of 
Calloway's  committee  against  Hairston's  heirs,"  for  which 
reason,  he  averred,  he  recommended  the  confirmation  of  the 
sale  at  the  very  low  price  of  $1,150.  As  to  the  Martin  claim, 
he  averred  that  he  knew  nothing,  and  that  the  objection  of 
the  plaintifis  on  that  ground,  as  a  defense  to  the  payment  of 
the  unpaid  purchase-money,  had  been  passed  upon  by  the 
court  when  set  up  in  their  answer  to  the  rule  aforesaid. 

The  said  William  Martin  and  Susan,  his  wife,  and  their 
children,  who  were  made  defendants,  filed  their  answer  to  the 
bill,  which  they  prayed  to  be  taken  as  a  cross-bill,  in  which 
they  charged  that  the  said  Susan  Martin  had  a  fee-simple  title 
to  the  property  in  question,  and  was  entitled  to  recover  the 
same  upon  the  grounds  set  forth  in  the  answer. 

The  two  causes  were  heard  together,  and  at  the  October 
term,  1885,  the  decree  complained  of  was  entered.  In  the 
cause  of  Redd  and  wife  against  Pharis,  commissioner,  etc.,  the 
injunction  was  dissolved,  and  the  bill  dismissed,  without  preju- 
dice, however,  to  the  defendant  Susan  Martin  to  assert  in  a 
separate  suit  any  claim  to  the  property  that  she  might  be  ad- 
vised to  assert.  And  in  the  cause  of  Dyer  against  Pharis, 
trustee,  and  others,  the  property  was  again  ordered  to  be  re- 
sold, unless  within  thirty  days  from  the  rising  of  the  court  the 
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unpaid  balance  of  porchaBe-money  Bhonld  be  paid,  the  terms 
of  sale  being  the  same  as  those  prescribed  bj  the  decree  of 
October  term,  1884,  above  referred  to.  From  this  decree  Redd 
and  wife  applied  for  and  obtained  an  appeal  and  tupersedeas 
from  one  of  the  judges  of  this  court. 

It  is  contended  on  behalf  of  the  appellants  that  the  Martin 
claim  ought  to  have  been  passed  upon  and  settled  before  the 
property  was  ordered  to  be  resold,  and  that  in  failing  to  do  so 
the  circuit  court  erred.  There  is  no  merit,  however,  in  this 
objection.  It  is  based  upon  the  idea  that  if  the  claim  be  valid, 
the  title  to  the  property  is  defective,  and  that  relief  should  be 
decreed  the  purchaser  accordingly.  This  is  not  in  accordance 
with  the  settled  doctrine  relating  to  judicial  sales  in  this  state. 
There  is  perhaps  no  principle  in  our  jurisprudence  more  firmly 
established  by  repeated  decisions  of  this  court  than  that  the 
maxim  caveat  emptor  strictly  applies  to  judicial  sales. 

The  rule  is  well  settled  in  Long  v.  Weller^a  Ex^r^  29  Gratt. 
847,  where  it  is  said:  ^'The  court  undertakes  to  sell  only  the 
title,  such  as  it  is,  of  the  parties  to  the  suit,  and  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  purchaser  to  ascertain  for  himself  whether  the  title  of 
these  parties  may  not  be  impeached  or  superseded  by  some 
other  and  paramount  title;  and  if  he  have  just  grounds  of 
objection  for  want  or  defect  of  title,  he  should  present  them  to 
the  court  before  the  confirmation  of  the  report  of  sale."  The 
court  in  that  case  referred  to  numerous  cases  to  the  same 
effect,  to  which  may  be  added  the  case  of  Hickson  v.  RucJcer^ 
77  Va.  138,  and  other  later  cases. 

This  doctrine  is  of  course  subject  to  the  qualification  that 
the  purchaser  is  entitled  to  relief  on  the  ground  of  after-dis- 
covered mistake  of  material  facts  or  fraud.  But  the  mistake 
must  be  mutual;  for  the  mistake  of  one  of  the  parties  occa- 
sioned by  his  own  culpable  negligence  does  not  entitle  him  to 
relief  as  against  the  other,  who  is  free  from  negligence:  Long 
V.  WeUer^a  Ex'Tj  supra.  And  it  is  scarcely  necessary  to  say 
that  where  fraud  or  mistake  is  relied  on  by  a  purchaser,  after 
the  sale  has  been  confirmed,  it  must  be  clearly  and  distinctly 
charged  and  proved:  Hordes  AdmW  v.  Colbert^  28  Gratt.  49; 
Gregory  v.  Peoples^  80  Va.  355. 

The  application  of  these  principles  is  decisive  of  the  present 
case.  Here  fraud  is  not  alleged,  nor  even  insinuated;  and  if 
there  was  any  mistake  at  all  in  respect  to  the  purchase,  it  was 
certainly  not  mutual,  nor  is  it  so  charged.  The  allegatiou  in 
the  appellant's  bill  that  the  title  was  represented  by  the  com- 
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miBsioner  of  sale  to  be  perfect,  "except  as  to  the  Calloway 
claim,''  is  distinctly  d^iied  in  his  answer  to  the  IhII,  and 
there  is  no  proof  whatever  on  the  subject  In  short,  the  case 
of  the  appellants,  in  subetance7Bimpl7  amounts  to  an  allega- 
tion that  the  title  to  the  property  is  defective;  and  even  if  the 
allegation  be  true,  the  alleged  defect  existed  before  the  sale 
was  made.  Clearly,  then,  they  have  not  been  prejudiced  by 
the  decree  of  which  they  complain. 

It  is  further  contended,  however,  that  the  circuit  court  erred 
in  decreeing  a  resale  of  the  property  without  first  having  or- 
dered an  account  of  liens  to  be  taken.  It  is  undoubtedly  a 
well-settled  general  rule  that  in  a  suit  to  subject  real  estate  to 
the  satisfaction  of  debts,  it  is  premature  and  erroneous  to 
decree  a  sale  before  an  account  is  taken  ascertaining  the  liens 
on  the  land,  their  amounts,  and  priorities.  But  does  this  rule 
apply  to  the  present  case?  We  are  of  opinion  it  does  not 
No  objection  on  this  ground  was  made  by  the  purchaser  be- 
fore the  sale  was  made,  and  we  are  of  opinion  it  is  too  late  for 
the  appellants  to  raise  the  objection  for  the  first  time  in  the 
appellate  court,  and  after  the  land  has  been  decreed  to  be  re- 
sold, if  even  it  could  have  been  made  before  the  decree  ci 
resale.  The  object  of  the  resale  is  simply  to  enforce  the  con- 
tract into  which  the  purchaser  entered  when  the  sale  was 
made  and  confirmed;  and  if  the  court  erred  in  originally 
decreeing  a  sale  without  ordering  an  account  of  liens  to  be 
taken,  such  error  was  waived,  so  far  as  the  purchaser  was 
concerned,  by  her  contract  of  purchase.  The  land  was  bought 
cum  (mere^  at  a  stipulated  price,  and  she  clearly  has  no  right 
to  delay  the  suit  by  having  the  case  sent  back  for  an  account 
to  be  taken.  She  bought  and  got  all  that  the  court  undertook 
to  selL  If,  even  to  her  detriment,  she  chose  in  the  first  in- 
stance to  proceed  in  the  dark,  she  has  nobody  to  blame  but 
herself,  and  she  must  abide  the  consequences  of  her  own  act. 

Objection  is  also  made  to  the  decree  on  the  ground  that  it 
directs  a  distribution  of  the  purchase-money  in  default  before 
the  resale,  if  one  is  made.  This  was  true  in  respect  to  the 
decree  of  October  term,  1884,  directing  a  resale;  but  no  such 
objectionable  provision  is  contained  in  the  decree  of  October 
term,  1885,  from  which  this  appeal  is  taken. 

For  these  reasons,  we  are  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  error 
in  the  decree  appealed  from,  and  that  the  same  must  be 
affirmed. 

Decree  affirmed. 
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Mazzm  CATMJa  Emftob  Affuss  to  JxmiciAL  Salbi:  See  Webder  ▼• 
ffawarih,  68  Am.  ]>ec.  287,  and  ^im'M  t.  ^ortftom*  82  Va.  937,  wbwe  tiM 
Mane  propodtion  that  is  stated  in  the  first  s^Uabu$  is  laid  down;  and  see  also 
ihe  ncfteio  BvmiT.  Hamilton,  70  Am.  Dec  572-586^  where  tbis  topio  is  fnlly 


Anthony  v.  Kasby. 

[88  VlBOnraA,  88flLl 
PXPABTUBX  or  Ck>UBT  VBOM  EflTTABLIBHED  M0DE8  OV  FlUXSKDUM  BaonOBl 

ITS  JjTDOMEJsra  Void,  even  though  it  may  have  jorisdiotion  both  of  the 
snbject-matter  and  of  the  parties.  A  oonrt,  though  possessing  snob 
jnzudietion,  is  still  limited  in  its  modes  of  procednre»  and  in  the  extent 
and  character  of  its  judgments. 
Pebsokal  Dxobkb  against  Subxtt  on  Bond  of  Pubokaskr  at  Judigzal 
Saub  is  Void,  where  it  is  rendered  npon  a  mle  against  him  and  hia 
aorety,  npon  the  latter's  failure  to  pay. 

Appeal.    The  opinion  states  the  case 

Qriffin  and  Lawry^  for  the  appellants. 
Burls  and  Burlsy  for  the  appellees. 

HnrroN,  J.  In  the  brief  of  the  appellees  we  find  the  follow- 
ing succinct  statement  of  facts,  which  are  all  that  are  neces- 
sary for  a  correct  understanding  of  the  question  to  be  decided 
in  this  case:  Under  a  decree  in  the  case  of  *' Allen  and  others 
against  Anthony  and  others,"  lately  pending  in  the  circuit  court 
of  Bedford  County,  a  tract  of  land  was  sold  on  a  credit,  and  the 
appellee,  John  G.  Kasey,  became  one  of  the  sureties  on  the 
bonds  of  the  purchaser  for  the  price,  the  title  to  the  land  be- 
ing retained  as  a  further  security.  The  sale  was  reported  and 
confirmed  by  the  court.  The  purchaser  making  default,  on  a 
•  rule  against  him,  the  land  was  resold  under  decree  in  the 
cause,  the  price  at  the  second  sale  being  much  less  than  at 
the  first;  whereupon  a  further  rule  was  made,  not  only  against 
the  purchaser,  but  also  against  his  sureties,  to  show  cause  why 
a  decree  should  not  go  against  them  for  the  difference  between 
the  prices  at  the  two  sales.  Upon  service  of  the  rule,  Kasey 
not  answering  nor  appearing,  a  personal  decree  was  made 
against  him  and  the  others  for  the  unpaid  balance  of  pur- 
chase-money on  the  first  sale.  The  decree  was  never  satis- 
fied, and  the  case  in  which  it  was  rendered  has  long  since 
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ended.    Kasej  was  not  a  party  to  that  suit,  unless  his  being 
a  surety  for  the  purchase-monoy  made  him  a  party. 

In  a  suit  subsequently  brought  by  creditors  to  subject  the 
lands  of  Kasey  to  their  debts,  the  appellants,  in  whose  behalf 
the  decree  had  been  made,  claimed  a  lien  on  the  lands  by  vir- 
tue of  their  decree;  and  the  commissioner,  to  whom  the  same 
was  referred  for  an  account,  reported  in  their  favor.  Kaaej 
and  Quarles  (the  lands  having  been  conveyed  to  the  latter 
in  trust)  excepted  to  the  report  on  the  ground  that  the  decree 
of  the  appellants,  reported  as  a  lien,  was  null  and  void,  and 
therefore  constituted  no  lien  on  the  lands. 

At  the  hearing  this  exception  was  sustained;  and  from  so 
much  of  the  decree  as  sustained  it,  the  present  appeal  was 
allowed. 

It  thus  appears  that  the  sole  question  which  the  court  has 
to  determine,  and  it  is  one  of  considerable  importance  in 
practice,  is,  whether  the  court  has  jurisdiction  to  render  said 
decree  against  the  defendant,  John  O.  Kasey,  who  was  a  surety 
of  the  purchaser.  For  if  it  did,  no  matter  how  erroneous  that 
decree  may  be,  it  cannot  be  collaterally  assailed  with  success; 
whereas,  if  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  proceed  in  this 
summary  way  by  rule  against  the  surety,  the  decree  is  not 
merely  erroneous,  but  absolutely  void,  and  may  be  treated  as 
a  nullity  in  any  case  where  its  validity  is  called  in  question. 
'*A  void  judgment,"  says  Mr.  Freeman,  ''is  in  legal  effect  no 
judgment.  By  it  no  rights  are  divested.  From  it  no  rights 
can  be  obtained.  Being  worthless  in  itself^  all  proceedings 
founded  upon  it  are  equally  worthless.  It  neither  binds  nor 
bars  any  one.  All  acts  performed  under  it  and  all  claims 
flowing  out  of  it  are  void":  Freeman  on  Judgments,  sec.  117; 
Wade  V.  Hancock^  76  Va.  626;  Deidng  v.  PerdicarieSj  96  U.  S. 
196;  Oliver  v.  Houndlett^  13  Mass.  239;  7  Am.  Dec.  134. 

Now,  it  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  a  judgment  or  decree 
that  the  court  rendering  it  shall  have  jurisdiction  of  both  the 
subject-matter  and  parties.  But  this  is  not  all,  for  both  of 
these  essentials  may  exist  and  still  the  judgment  or  decree 
may  be  void,  because  the  character  of  the  judgment  was  not 
such  as  the  court  had  the  power  to  render,  or  because  the 
mode  of  procedure  employed  by  the  court  was  such  as  it 
might  not  lawfully  adopt.  On  this  subject  Mr.  Justice  Field 
has  this  pertinent  observation:  ''Though  the  court  may  pos- 
sess jurisdiction  of  a  cause,  of  the  subject-matter,  and  of  the 
parties,  it  is  still  limited  in  its  modes  of  procedure  and  in  the 
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extent  and  character  of  its  judgments A  departure  from 

established  modes  of  procedure  will  often  render  the  judgment 
void":  Windsor  v.  McVeigh,  93  U.  S.  282,  283.  Of  this  many 
illustrations  might  be  given,  but  we  give  onlj  two  or  three 
taken  from  the  brief  of  counsel.  The  circuit  courts  of  the 
state  have  jurisdiction  to  enforce  the  collection  of  debts  ac- 
cording to  an  established  procedure.  A  holds  the  bond  of  B 
for  one  thousand  dollars,  due  and  unpaid.  He  goes  into  a  cir- 
cuit  court  with  the  bond  in  his  hand,  and,  without  writ  issued 
or  any  pleadings,  asks  the  court  to  award  a  rule  against  B  to 
show  cause  why  judgment  should  not  be  rendered  against  him 
for  the  debt  and  interest.  The  rule  is  accordingly  awarded, 
executed,  and  returned,  and  judgment  thereupon  rendered  for 
the  debt,.interest,  and  costs.  Such  a  judgment  would  be  void, 
notwithstanding  the  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  and 
of  the  parties.  Why  void?  Because,  in  the  language  of  Mr. 
Justice  Field,  "the  court  is  not  authorized  to  exert  its  power 
in  that  way." 

Again:  '^The  circuit  court  of  the  United  States,  in  the  suit 
instituted  therein  to  wind  up  the  affairs  of  the  Valley  Bank, 
had  jurisdiction  for  the  collection  and  application  of  the 
assets  of  the  bank;  it  had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter 
and  presence  of  the  parties  to  be  affected  by  its  judgment"; 
yet  the  judgments  it  rendered  on  certain  proceedings  had  in 
the  cause  were  afterwards,  in  the  case  of  Nvlton  v.  lactacsj  SO 
Gratt.  740,  declared  void.  Why?  Because  the  court  had 
exerted  its  power  in  a  way  not  warranted  by  the  law. 

And  so  in  Thurman  v.  MorgaUy  79  Va.  367,  a  case  not  unlike 
the  present,  the  circuit  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject^ 
and  the  parties  against  whom  the  decree  was  rendered  were 
brought  before  the  court;  yet  the  decree  was  declared  by  this 
court  to  be  void.  Why?  Because,  though  the  sureties  of  the 
receiver  may  have  been  liable  for  his  default,  the  circuit  court 
had  no  power  under  the  law  to  proceed  against  them  in  that 
cause  according  to  the  method  adopted.  They  were  not  par* 
ties  to  the  cause,  and  the  procedure  by  rule  to  bring  them  in 
and  subject  them  for  liability  as  sureties  on  the  bond  of  the 
receiver,  though  he  was  an  officer  of  the  court,  was  against 
every  sound  principle  of  jurisprudence,  and  without  any 
recognized  precedent. 

It  seems  difficult  to  distinguish  this  last-mentioned  case 
firom  the  one  at  bar.  In  each  of  them  the  proceeding  was 
against  sureties,  who  were  not  parties  to  the  suit  in  which  the 
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proceeding  was  had,  unless  made  so  hj  being  on  the  bonds, 
and  in  both  cases  the  proceeding  was  by  rule.  Yet  in  that 
case  this  court  held  that  the  proceeding  by  rule  was  such  a 
departure  from  the  established  mode  of  procedure  as  to  render 
the  decree  not  only  erroneous,  but  void. 

In  Clarkaon  v.  Readj  15  Oratt.  288,  this  court  held  that  the 
purchaser  was  a  party  to  the  suit  as  to  all  matters  appertain- 
ing to  the  purchase,  and  might  therefore  be  proceeded  against 
by  rule  in  case  of  default.  But  no  such  reason  exists,  in  our 
opinion,  for  such  a  summary  procedure  against  a  surety.  He 
does  not  deal  directly  with  the  court,  and  so  become  a  party 
to  the  suit  His  undertaking  is  collateral  to  the  contract  of 
purchase.  It  is  that  of  a  mere  surety,  and  cannot  be  ex- 
tended by  construction  in  any  respect.  And  to  use  the 
language  of  this  court  in  Thurman  v.  Morgan^  79  Va.  367, 
^' Their  liability,  if  any,  grows  out  of  their  undertaking  as 
sureties  on  the  bond,  and  can  be  ascertained  and  enforced 
only  by  suit  on  the  bond  in  a  common-law  court,  where  full 
opportunity  for  making  defense  and  the  constitutional  right  of 
trial  by  jury  can  be  had." 

Even  in  the  case  of  a  purchaser  the  proceeding  by  rule  is 
against  him  in  his  capacity  of  purchaser,  and  so  as  a  party  to 
the  suit,  and  not  upon  the  bond,  which  is  a  mere  legal  security 
for  the  payment  of  the  purchase-money,  enforceable  only  in 
a  legal  forum  according  to  the  established  mode  of  procedure 
in  that  forum.  This  is  clearly  shown  by  the  case  of  Clarhaon 
V.  Ready  15  Oratt.  288.  This  reason  is  wanting  in  the  case  of 
the  surety,  and  we  can  perceive  none  other  to  justify  such  a 
summary  proceeding  against  him.  The  result  is,  that  the  de- 
cree appealed  from  is  right,  and  must  be  affirmed. 

Decree  affirmed. 


Dbpabtubs  iBOK  Established  Modes  of  Pbocbdubb  bt  Court  HAvnia 
JuBiBDiOTiON  of  person  and  snbjeot-matter  ayoidB  judgment  when:  See  Free- 
Bian  on  Jadgments,  sec  118,  and  cases  cited.  Decree  may  be  void  because 
eonrt  has  exceeded  its  jurisdiction  in  the  progress  of  the  canse:  See  ^oim* 
sfer  ▼•  Bkidaiods,  ante^  p.  262. 
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Clark  v.  City  op  Richmond. 

[tt  ViBOIKIA,  866.] 
MmnOEPAL   COBPORATIOH    IS  LlABLX  TOR  ImJUBIBS  SuBTAZKED  BT  RlABOV 

ov  xn  TXwoLBcr  to  keep  its  atreets  in  proper  and  safe  conditioii,  where 
it  hms  by  its  charter  the  power  to  lay  oat,  improre,  light,  and  keep  ita 
etreeta  in  order. 

MVHIGIPAL    COBPORATIOH  IS  LlABLB  VOR  PKRlOinVO    EZGATITION  TO  Rl- 

KAnr  UmnDiOKD^  or  withoat  proper  gnarda,  in  each  close  proximity  to 
the  highway  that  one  rightfolly  naing  it  may,  withoat  any  faolt  on  hia 
part,  bat  as  the  reaolt  of  an  unintentional  deviation  or  an  aocidental 
miaatep,  aoatain  injnry  by  falling  into  aach  excavation.  Bat  it  ia  not 
liable  where,  in  order  to  reach  the  place  of  danger,  the  party  injared 
miiat  become  an  intmder  or  treapaaaer  npon  the  premiaea  of  another. 

MUBiaiPAL  COBFOBATIOV  IB  VOX  LZABLS  lOR  LRAYINO  PlAOS  ALLURIHO  TO 

Childrxn  expoaed  withoat  bairieia,  when  each  place  can  only  be  reached 
by  leaving  the  highway  and  treepasaing  upon  the  premiaea  of  another. 
Its  duty  doea  not  extend  to  the  protection  of  children  againat  evecy  and- 
dsn  freak  that  may  poeaeaa  them. 

ToBT.    The  opiDion  states  the  case. 

Wi  W.  ami  £.  7.  Crump j  for  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
C  V.  Meredith,  for  the  defendant  in  error, 

HnrroN,  J.  This  is  an  action  of  tort  brought  by  Frank  A. 
Clark,  an  in£Emt  of  tender  years,  who  sues  by  his  next  friend, 
against  the  city  of  Richmond,  to  recover  damages  for  injuries 
sustained  by  him  in  falling  into  an  open  area,  which,  it  is 
charged,  the  city  allowed  to  remain  without  a  su£Scient  bar- 
rier. 

There  was  a  demurrer  to  the  declaration,  and  each  count 
thereof,  which  being  overruled,  the  parties  went  to  trial,  when 
the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

The  plaintiff  now  complains  that  the  court  erred  to  his 
prejudice  in  refusing  to  give  certain  instructions  asked  for  by 
him,  and  in  giving  the  instruction  which  it  gave. 

The  bill  of  exceptions — and  there  is  only  one  in  the  case  — 
does  not  contain  all  the  evidence  given  at  the  trial,  but  enough 
of  it  to  exhibit,  in  the  estimation  of  the  plaintiff,  the  relevancy 
of  the  instructions  asked  for  by  him  to  the  facts  of  the  case. 
Yet  meager  as  this  statement  of  the  evidence  is,  it  is  suffi- 
ciently full  to  dificlose  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  can,  in  no 
events  be  entitled  to  recover.  Without,  therefore,  stopping  to 
consider  the  action  of  the  court  in  the  matter  of  the  instruc- 
tions, and  assuming,  for  the  purposes  of  the  argument,  that 
the  gravamen  of  the  plaintiff's  complaint  has  been  folly  es- 
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tablished,  I  shall  proceed  to  state,  as  briefly  as  possible,  tbe 
grounds  upon  which  this  opinion  rests. 

It  appears  from  the  bill  of  exceptions  that  the  city  of  Rich- 
mond had  been  engaged,  for  several  months  prior  to  the  date 
of  the  accident,  in  elevating  the  grade  of  Fourth  Street  be- 
tween Byrd  and  Canal  streets,  and  that  this  work  was  nearly 
completed  on  the  Ist  of  October,  1883.  About  which  time, 
the  owner  of  four  tenement  houses  fronting  on  Fourth  Street, 
and  adjoining  the  comer  of  Byrd  Street,  determined  that  he 
would  at  the  same  time  enlarge  an  area  in  front  of  his  houses, 
which  was  then  three  feet  wide  and  several  feet  deep.  As  the 
city  wished  to  utilize  the  earth  to  be  obtained  from  the  new 
area,  the  digging,  by  agreement,  was  done  by  the  city  hands 
as  a  part  of  the  work  on  the  street.  On  the  area  thus  en- 
larged, the  owner,  one  Truman  A.  Parker,  constructed  along 
the  line  of  this  sidewalk  a  substantial  brick  wall,  and  sur- 
mounted the  same  with  a  granite  coping.  The  top  of  the 
coping  was  at  least  fifteen  inches — and  probably  over  two  feet 
— above  the  general  level  of  the  sidewalk.  Such  being  the 
condition  of  the  area  on  the  morning  of  the  accident,  the 
plaintiff,  a  child  six  years  of  age,  but  small  of  stature  (not 
being  above  three  feet  high  at  most),  who  had  been  sent  on 
an  errand,  came  up  this  sidewalk,  using  the  walk-way  until 
near  the  end  of  the  square,  when,  of  his  own  motion,  he  got 
on  top  of  the  wall,  and  while  standing  or  walking  thereon,  fell 
into  the  area,  thereby  sustaining  the  injuries  for  which  he 
sues. 

Is  there  a  right  of  recovery  in  such  a  case?  It  is  well  set- 
tled in  this  state  that  a  municipal  corporation  which  has,  by 
its  charter,  the  power  to  lay  out,  improve,  light,  and  keep  its 
streets  in  order,  is  liable  in  damages  to  any  person  who  may 
sustain  injuries  by  reason  of  the  neglect  of  such  corporation 
to  keep  its  streets  in  a  proper  and  safe  condition.  In  such 
cases,  the  duty  of  the  corporation  to  repair,  and  its  liability 
for  injuries  caused  by  defective  streets,  is  deduced  from  the 
special  and  exclusive  powers  conferred  upon  the  corporation 
with  respect  to  its  streets,  and  from  the  means  which,  by  tax- 
ation and  local  assessments,  the  law  places  at  its  disposal  to 
enable  it  to  discharge  this  duty:  Noble  v.  City  of  Richmondy  31 
Gratt.  275;  31  Am.  Rep.  726;  2  Dillon  on  Municipal  Corpora- 
tions, sec.  789.  And  it  is  equally  well  settled  that  where  the 
corporation  permits  an  excavation  to  remain  unfenced,  or 
witiiout  proper  guards,  in  such  close  proximity  to  the  highway 
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as  that  one  rightfully  using  it  may,  without  any  fault  on  his 
part,  hut  as  the  result  of  an  unintentional  deviation  or  an 
accidental  misstep,  sustain  injury  by  falling  into  such  exca* 
vation,  such  corporation  or  city  will  be  also  liable:  Coupland 
v.  Hardinghamy  3  Camp.  398;  Jarvts  v.  Deariy  11  J.  B.  Moore, 
354;  Barnes  v.  Ward,  67  Eng.  Com.  L.  400;  Zettler  v.  City  of 
Atlanta^  66  Ga.  195;  BaaseU  v.  City  of  St.  Joseph,  53  Mo.  299; 
14  Am.  Rep.  446.  But  in  these  cases,  in  order  to  render  the 
corporation  liable  for  injuries  occasioned  by  such  excavation, 
the  excavation  must  substantially  adjoin  the  highway,  so  that 
one  making  a  false  step,  or  affected  by  sudden  giddiness,  might 
be  thrown  in  the  excavation:  Hardcastle  v.  South  Yorkshire 
i?.  R.  Co.,  4  Hurt.  &  N.  67;  Sinks  v.  South  Yorkshire  R.  R.  Co,, 
113  Eng.  Com.  L.  242;  Hadley  v.  Taylor,  L.  R.  1  Com.  P.  54. 
But  if,  in  order  to  reach  the  place  of  danger,  the  party  injured 
must  become  an  intruder  or  trespasser  upon  the  premises  of 
another,  the  case  will  be  different,  for  in  such  case  there  is  no 
breach  of  duty  from  which  the  liability  to  respond  in  damages 
can  result  From  what  has  been  said,  it  is  perfectly  obvious 
that  the  present  case  does  not  fall  within  the  principle  an- 
nounced above;  for  here  the  wall  and  coping  may  be  said  to 
have  furnished  the  plaintiff  an  ample  barrier  so  long  as  he 
was  using  the  sidewalk  for  purposes  of  travel. 

It  is  equally  impossible  to  maintain  the  liability  of  the  cor- 
poration upon  the  second  ground  suggested  by  the  plaintiff's 
counsel,  namely,  that  it  was  negligence  in  the  corporation  to 
have  a  place  so  enticing  and  alluring  to  children  thus  exposed 
without  barriers.  The  obligation  of  municipal  corporations  to 
erect  barriers  around  areas  adjoining  or  extending  into  its 
sidewalks  or  highways  grows  out  of  the  duty  which  rests  upon 
municipal  corporations  to  maintain  their  streets  and  side- 
walks in  safe  condition  for  those  who  may  be  rightfully  using 
them,  whether  they  be  grown  persons  or  children;  but  this 
duty  cannot  be  held  to  extend  to  the  protection  of  children 
against  every  sudden  freak  that  may  possess  them.  Corpora- 
tions have  indeed  been  held,  in  some  instances,  liable  for  a 
fidlure  to  adopt  suitable  precautions  and  safeguards  to  protect 
children  against  turn-tables  and  dangerous  machines  which 
they  have  permitted  to  remain  sufficiently  near  their  streets 
and  sidewalks  to  allure  and  entice  children  into  using  them 
to  their  hurt;  but  no  case,  so  far  as  we  are  aware,  has  gone  to 
the  extent  of  holding  a  municipal  corporation  liable  in  dam- 
ages  to  a  child  who  had  left  the  street  or  highway  and  suffered 
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an  injurj  as  a  consequence  of  hifi  having  climbed  upon  a 
etructure  entirelj  without  its  traveled  limits,  and  fallen  there- 
from: Railroad  Co,  v.  Stout,  17  Wall.  657;  Keffe  v.  M.  &  St. 
P.  IPy  Co.,  21  Minn,  207;  18  Am.  Rep.  393;  K.  C.  Ry  Co.  v. 
Fitt9ifMMyM,  22  Kan.  690;  31  Am.  Rep.  203. 

The  same  reasons  which  would  warrant  us  in  holding  the 
defendant  liable  here  would  authorixe  us  to  hold  a  corporation 
liable  for  an  injury  suffered  by  a  child  who  had  climbed  upon 
a  building  in  process  of  construction  without  the  highway, 
and  sustained  injuries  in  falling  therefrom. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  liability  upon  the  defend- 
ant in  this  case,  and  this  makes  it  unnecessary  for  us  to  con- 
sider whether  the  court  erred  in  refusing  the  instructions  asked 
by  the  plaintiff. 

It  follows  also  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  even  to  the 
instruction  given  by  the  court,  and  that  he  could  not  therefore 
have  been  prejudiced  thereby. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  right,  and  must  be 
aflKrmed. 

Judgment  affirmed.  

Municipal  Cobpokatidh  n  Lzaslb  iob  Injdbibb  ibom  Kbqlbct  to 
Kebp  Hiohwats  Df  REPAnt:  See  Turner  t.  Newburgk,  4  Am.  St  Bep.  453, 
and  note;  AUaaUa  y.  Buchamauif  76  Ga.  586;  Brtnnan  t.  8L  LouU^  92  Mo. 
482. 

Crrr  is  kot  Bound  to  Fingb  Highway  to  Pbbvnnt  Tkatxlsbs  prom 
£Itbatino  out  of  it,  if  there  is  no  nnaaf  e  place  immediately  oontignoos  to  the 
way:  Sparhawk  ▼.  SaUm^  75  Am.  Deo.  700;  bnt  the  city  would  be  held 
grossly  dereliot  if  it  oonstmoted  a  passage-way  on  the  border  of  an  embank- 
ment^ and  provided  no  suffioient  guards:  JcUet  r.  Ferity,  86  Id.  849. 


«  •  * 
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RoBEB  Iron  Company  v.  Trout 

[88  VnamiA,  807.] 

OouBTs  or  Equrt  Gakcil  ConrRAon  iob  Falsi  RsBSsiiTAnom  ov 
MasibzaIi  Faois  whieh  constitate  an  mduoement  to  the  ooiitnet^  and 
upon  wHch  the  party  had  a  right  to  rely,  especially  where  moh  repre- 
sentations are  of  matters  pecnliarly  within  the  knowledge  of  the  party 
who  makes  them. 

llAxm  OF  Qpimoir  auT  Axounr  to  AiraucAnoK,  ijn>  bi  ImmoiiaiiT 
to  a  oontracti  eapecislly  where  the  parties  sre  not  dealing  on  equal 
terms,  and  one  of  them  has,  or  is  presumed  to  hsTe,  means  of  informa- 
tion not  equally  open  to  the  other. 

BSFBBBXHTATIONS    ASB    NOT    OF    SUOH    MATnmS   OF   OPOnOir    AS   Oo   FOB 

HoiHDio,  though  untrue^  where  they  are  made  by  parties  who  go  to  the 
owners  of  a  mine,  and,  to  induce  them  to  execute  a  lease  thereof,  repre- 
sent that  they  have  the  means  at  hand  f op  successfully  working  a  force 
capsble  of  mining  and  transporting  a  very  large  quantity  of  ore  daily, 
and  promise  to  commence  operations  in  sixty  days. 

TillMIIB  OF  MlHB  HAS  No  OmOB   TO  WOBK   OB  KOT  TO  WOBK  It   foT  SB 

indefinite  time,  where  the  rent  reserred  to  the  lessor  is  a  royal^  of  so 
much  per  ton  on  the  ore  taken  out. 
BnoppxL  IN  Pais  is  Ohb  that  Abisbs  fbom  Aotb,  conduct^  or  declara- 
tions of  a  person,  by  which  he  designedly  induces  another  to  alter  his 
position  injuriously  to  himself.  But  an  agreement  relied  on  as  an  ee- 
toppel  must  be  executed,  and  not  merely  executory. 

JtlCLUBIOW    OF    TBBTDrOirT,  AdMSKION   of  WmOH   OOULD   BOT    HATB   AF- 

FBOIED  Result,  is  not  ground  for  rerersal  of  a  deeree. 

Dbibbdabt  Who  would  Avail  Htmrbt.f  of  Dbvbnbb  of  Pubohasbb  fob 
Talub  without  notice  must  pnt  it  in  issue  by  his  pleadings;  otherwise 
the  court  cannot  consider  and  allow  it,  although  the  eyidence  may  show 
that  he  could  have  maintained  that  defense  had  he  set  it  up  by  his  plea^ 
or  by  his  answer. 

Dxfbndant  CLAiMiEra  to  bb  Pubohasbb  fob  Value  witbout  Kotiob 
VUBT  Exfbebblt  Dbvt  Kotigb  in  his  plea  or  answer,  though  it  is  not 
charged  in  the  biU. 

Whatbveb  Puts  Pubohasbb  on  Inquibt  is  Equitalbbt  to  Koticb. 
And  possession  of  the  property  by  a  person  other  than  the  vendor  is 
sufficient  to  put  a  purchaser  on  inquiry,  and  to  affect  him  with  knowl- 
edge of  the  claims  of  the  possessor. 

GouBT  IS  Bound  to  Confenb  its  Decbeb  to  Case  Made  bt  Plbadinos. 

Bill  in  equity.    The  opinion  Btates  the  case. 

Penn  (vnd  Coche^  for  the  appellants. 

<?•  W.  and  L.  C.  Hansbrough^  for  the  appellees. 


BicHABBaoM,  J.  This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  cir- 
cuit court  of  Roanoke  County,  rendered  March  28, 1885,  in  the 
chancery  cause,  wherein  Jacob  M.  Trout  and  wife  were  com- 
plainants, and  A.  Lewis,  M.  P.  Preston,  E.  O.  McClanahan,  J. 
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G.  Oreeoi  F.  J.  Chapman,  F.  Borer,  S.  Coit,  and  Borer  Iron 
Company,  defendants. 

The  suit  was  inetituted  August  25,  1882,  against  the  two 
first-named  defendants  only,  the  others  having  been  made 
parties  afterwards  on  the  petition  of  said  defendant  company. 
The  object  of  the  suit  was  to  annul  a  deed  of  lease  executed 
by  said  Trout  and  wife  on  the  29th  of  April,  1881,  granting  to 
said  A.  Lewis  and  M.  P.  Preston  the  privilege  for  twenty  years 
to  mine  and  haul  off  all  iron  and  other  minerals  on  their  tract 
of  land,  the  lessees  to  pay  ten  cents  a  ton  for  all  minerals  ob- 
tained from  the  premises,  and  to  commence  developing  in 
sixty  days  from  the  date  of  the  lease.  The  bill  avers,  aa 
grounds  for  such  annulment,  that  the  lessees,  in  order  to  in- 
duce the  complainants  to  execute  the  lease,  made  to  them  cer- 
tain representations  which  were  material,  and  which  were  re- 
lied on  by  the  complainants  as  true,  but  which  were  false,  and 
thereby  procured  the  lease;  that  the  representations  were,  that 
certain  things  existed,  the  existence  whereof  was  a  matter 
peculiarly  within  the  lessees'  knowledge;  that  these  things 
were,  that  the  lessees  were  about  to  engage  on  a  large  scale  in 
the  business  of  mining,  transporting  to  market,  and  selling 
iron  ores;  that  they  had  made,  or  were  about  making,  exten- 
sive preparations;  that  they  intended  to  set  to  work  to  mine 
complainants'  ores  a  large  force,  and  employ  as  many  as 
twenty  wagons  to  haul  the  ore;  that  their  preparations  or 
means  would  enable  them  to  transport  and  ship  as  much  as 
from  one  hundred  to  five  hundred  tons  per  day;  that  they 
would  develop  in  sixty  days,  and  go  to  mining  and  hauling 
directly  afterwards;  and  that  the  bonus  of  ten  cents  a  ton, 
which  they  would  allow  him,  would  yield  complainant  an  in- 
come of  at  least  ten  dollars  a  day,  which  be  might  draw  every 
night,  if  he  chose. 

The  record  discloses  the  fact  that  said  representations  were 
made  by  Lewis  in  the  presence  of  Preston,  at  the  house  of 
the  complainants,  on  the  29th  of  April,  1881,  just  "preceding 
the  drawing  and  signing  of  the  deed  of  lease.  The  alleged 
representations  were  deposed  to  by  the  complainant,  Jacob  M. 
Trout,  and  by  his  daughters,  Mrs.  Engleman  and  Miss  Laura 
Trout,  all  of  whom  substantially  agree;  and  their  statement 
is  supported  in  an  important  particular  by  George  Wertz,  who 
deposed  that  Lewis  told  him  that  he,  Lewis,  had  to  commence 
delivering  ore  from  complainants'  land  within  sixty  or  ninety 
days. 
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Preston,  in  his  own  deposition,  said  that  he  made  no  such 
statements;  that  he  was  writing  at  the  time  the  conversation 
was  going  on  between  l/cwis  and  the  complainants,  and  paid 
no  attention  to  it.  Yet,  in  his  answer  to  the  bill,  he  denied 
its  averments  as  to  those  representations.  On  the  contrary, 
Lewis,  who  is  alleged  to  have  made  the  representations,  did 
not  answer  the  bill,  but  let  it  go  for  confessed  as  to  himself. 
Nevertheless,  he  gave  his  deposition,  in  which  he  denied  those 
averments,  yet  admitted  that  during  most  of  the  time  he  was 
at  complainants'  house  Mrs.  Engleman  and  her  sister  were  in 
the  porch,  close  enough  to  hear  the  conversation.  It  is  in  evi- 
dence, and  not  denied,  that  the  lessees  had  made  no  such 
preparations,  and  had  no  such  means  to  mine,  transport,  and 
market  the  minerals,  and  that  they  did  not  mine  or  attempt 
to  mine  any  ores  on  the  complainants'  land,  or  pay  him  any 
such  bonus  at  any  time  before  the  institution  of  this  suit,  nor 
any  one  else  for  them. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  by  deed  of  October  21, 1881, 
Lewis  and  Preston  exchanged  one  undivided  fourth  of  the 
Trout  lease  and  of  six  other  leases  upon  adjacent  lands,  with 
E.  G.  McClanahan,  for  two  thirds  of  fifty  acres  of  mineral 
lands  also  adjacent;  and  that  by  deed  of  same  date  they  then 
conveyed  one  undivided  fourth  of  the  seven  leases  and  fifty 
acres  of  mineral  land  to  F.  J.  Chapman  and  J.  C.  Green;  and 
that  by  deed  of  July  4, 1882,  Lewis  conveyed  his  remaining 
fourth  interest  in  those  leases  and  land,  and  other  lands,  to  F. 
Borer. 

It  also  appears  that  on  the  2d  of  September,  1882,  Chap- 
man and  Borer,  knowing  of  this  suit,  got  J.  M.  Trout  to  prom- 
ise, as  they  say,  ^'to  dismiss"  this  suit,  and  to  sign  a  note 
addressed  to  his  own  counsel,  directing  him  ^'to  dismiss"  it, 
and  stating  it  had  been  '^  satisfactorily  settled,"  and  gave  J. 
M.  Trout  an  order  on  McClanahan,  who  was  absent,  for  fifty 
dollars,  which  note  was  delivered,  yet  the  suit  was  not  dis- 
missed, but  only  continued;  and  which  order  was  never  pre- 
sented for  payment,  nor  paid,  but  was  returned.  J.  M.  Trout 
says  he  only  promised  ''to  continue  the  suit  till  the  next 
spring,"  and  signed  no  contract  of  any  sort,  and  received  no 
money,  and  merely  signed,  without  reading,  a  note  to  his  own 
counsel,  who  had  the  suit  continued  with  his  approbation; 
and  that  he  returned  the  order  without  attempting  to  collect 
it.  The  note,  however,  did  not  literally  direct  the  counsel 
either  to  dismiss  or  to  continue  the  suit,  but  did  direct  him 
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'^  to  stop  the  piooeedingB/'  and  did  state  that  the  suit  had 
been  "aatififjactorily  aettled/'  and  was  handed  to  the  counsel 
by  Mr.  Ballard,  who,  it  seems,  was  acting  as  attorney  for 
Chapman  and  others,  and  was  practicing  in  said  circuit  courts 
and  their  counsel  in  this  cause.  It  does  not  appear  that  at  the 
ensuing  term  any  motion  was  made  to  dismiss  this  suit,  or 
that  any  opposition  was  offered  to  its  continuance. 

It  also  appears,  by  deed  dated  the  9th  of  September,  1882,  but 
not  recorded  until  the  6th  of  October  of  that  year,  that  Preston, 
McClanahan,  Chapman,  Green,  and  Rorer  conveyed  the  said 
seven  leases  (including  the  Trout  lease  here  in  question),  and 
the  said  fifty  acres  of  mineral  land,  and  other  lands  and 
leases,  to  one  Samuel  Coit.  All  of  these  parties  knew  of  the 
pendency  and  purpose  of  this  suit,  and  knew,  or  had  oppor- 
tunity to  know,  that  it  had  not  been  dismissed;  though  it  is 
not  disclosed  by  tbe  record  that  it  was  proved  or  even  alleged 
that  Coit  was  present,  or  that  his  name  was  mentioned  at  the 
transaction  of  the  2d  of  September,  1882,  or  that  Trout's  note  to 
his  counsel  was  ever  exhibited  to  Coit,  or  that  Trout  had  ever 
seen  or  heard  of  him  before  he  received  the  said  conveyance. 
And  lastly,  it  appears  that  by  deed  of  January  18, 1883,  Coit 
conveyed  the  said  leases  and  mineral  lands  to  the  Borer  Iron 
Company. 

At  the  April  term,  1883,  this  corporation  filed  its  petition  in 
this  suit.  It  recited  the  Trout  lease  of  April  29,  1881,  and 
the  several  successive  alienations,  whereby  it  became  sole 
owner.  It  stated  that  after  this  suit  was  brought,  J.  M.  Trout 
had,  for  fifty  dollars  then  and  there  paid,  promised  McClana« 
han  and  his  co-tenants  to  dismiss  the  suit;  and  by  an  order, 
signed  by  him,  had  directed  his  counsel  to  dismiss  it, — of  all 
of  which  the  corporation  claimed  to  have  had  notice  before  the 
conveyance  of  the  18th  of  January,  1883,  and  relied  on  such 
promise  as  an  estoppel  to  this  suit.  The  petition  then  prayed 
that  said  corporation  and  the  intermediate  alienees  be  made 
parties,  and  that  J.  M.  Trout  ^^  be  specially  required  to  state 
if  the  allegations  of  the  petition  in  reference  to  the  dismissal 
of  this  suit  are  true." 

To  this  petition  J.  M.  Trout  filed  his  answer,  to  which  the 
corporation  replied  generally.  In  response  to  the  special  in- 
quiry, J.  M.  Txout  pronounced  the  allegations  in  reference  to 
the  dismissal  of  this  suit  untrue,  and  repeated  bis  statement 
as  already  given.  Accordingly,  the  bill  was  amended  by  thia 
addition:  ''And  by  direction  of  the  court,  the  Rorer  Iron  Com- 
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pany^  F.  J.  Chapman,  E.  6.  McClanahan,  J.  C.  Green,  F. 
Borer,  and  Samel  Coit  are  made  parties  to  this  hill,  and  are 
charged  with  acquiring  the  said  lease,  subject  to  all  the  in< 
firmities  of  the  title  thereto  of  the  original  lessees,  Lewis  and 
Preston,  and  are  required  to  answer  the  same  in  solemn 
form." 

The  company  filed  its  demurrer,  which  was  overruled,  and 
also  its  answer  denying  the  alleged  misrepresentations  of 
Lewis  and  Preston,  whereby,  the  bill  "averred,  they  had  pro- 
cured the  Trout  lease,  and  gave  their  account  of  the  circum- 
stances attending  the  execution  of  that  lease.  But  the  answer 
did  not  set  out  the  successive  alienations  whereby  it  became 
sole  owner  of  said  lease.  But  the  company  gave  its  narrative 
of  the  transaction  of  September  2,  1882,  and  relied  on  it  as  an 
estoppel  to  this  suit.  And  in  giving  that  narrative,  the  com- 
pany merely  mentioned  that  McClanahan,  Green,  Chapman, 
and  Borer  had  purchased  the  Trout  lease,  Preston  still  retain- 
ing an  interest  therein,  and  proceeded  to  say  that  *^  a  short 
time  thereafter '^  Coit,  being  informed  that  this  suit  had  been 
compromised  and  settled,  and  being  informed  of  the  terms, 
had  purchased,  on  the  5th  of  October,  1882,  the  interests  of 
McClanahan  and  others  in  said  lease,  and  that  subsequently 
the  Borer  Lron  Company,  relying  on  the  same  assurances  of 
compromise,  purchased  the  said  interest.  It  did  not  claim 
that  it  was  a  purchaser  for  value  without  notice,  nor  that  its 
immediate  grantor  was  such  purchaser,  nor  that  his  grantors 
were  such  purchasers.  In  a  word,  the  company  did  not  set  up 
the  defense  of  ^'  purchaser  for  value  without  notice."  It  even 
failed  to  all^e  any  connection  between  McClanahan,  Chap- 
man, and  Green  with  Lewis  and  Preston.  Nor  did  it  allege 
that  either  of  the  complainants  gave  Coit  the  information  or 
the  company  assurances  that  this  suit  had  been  or  would  be 
compromised  and  settled. 

At  the  October  term,  1884,  there  was  filed  what  purports  to 
be  the  joint  and  several  answer  of  Borer,  McClanahan,  Chap- 
man, and  Green;  but  it  was  signed  and  sworn  to  only  by  the 
three  first,  and  not  by  Green.  This  answer  does  not  deny 
that  the  respondents  had  knowledge  that  from  the  date  of  the 
recorded  lease  of  April  29,  1881,  up  to  and  far  beyond  the 
dates  of  the  conveyances  to  them,  no  ore  had  been  mined  on 
Trout's  land  under  that  lease, — a  fact  elsewhere  proved  and 
admitted.  They  do  aver  that  they  were  purchasers  for  value 
without  notice  of  the  matters  alleged  in  the  bill;  yet  they  do 
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not  allege  that  at  the  date  of  the  convejanceB  to  them,  their 
grantors,  Lewis  and  Preston,  were  in  possession  of  the  prem- 
ises conveyed;  but  they  claim  to  have  paid  the  'purchase- 
money,  though  it  was  proved,  and  admitted  elsewhere  that 
Borer's  part  had  not  been  paid.  Nor  do  they  allude  to  Coit 
or  to  the  Rorer  Iron  Company  in  any  way  whatever,  either  as 
their  alienees  or  in  any  other  character.  And  they  do  not 
refer  to  the  alleged  promise  of  J.  M.  Trout  to  dismiss  this  suit, 
or  to  any  other  ground  of  estoppel  to  its  prosecution. 

As  late  as  February  28, 1885,  and  just  before  this  cause  was 
heard  in  vacation,  Samuel  Coit*s  counsel,  with  the  consent  of 
the  complainants'  counsel,  filed  his  unsworn  answer,  relying 
in  general  terms  upon  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  answer  of  the 
Rorer  Iron  Company  and  of  McClanahan  and  others,  and  waiv- 
ing the  service  of  process.  But  he  was  not  examined  as  a 
witness  in  the  cause,  nor  did  he  appeal  from  the  decree 
therein.  Lewis  and  Preston  were  examined  only  as  to  what 
occurred  about  the  execution  of  the  lease,  and  they  were  ob- 
jected to  as  incompetent  to  testify;  J.  M.  Trout,  the  other 
party  to  the  transaction,  having  been  objected  to  as  incom- 
petent, his  wife  being  a  party  to  the  suit  and  interested. 

McClanahan  deposed  that  he  never  paid,  but  would  have 
paid,  the  order  drawn  on  him  for  fifty  dollars  had  it  been 
presented;  that  the  Rorer  Iron  Company  commenced  to  build 
their  line  of  railroad  from  the  Norfolk  and  Western  Railroad 
to  their  mines,  a  distance  of  five  and  a  half  miles,  in  January, 
1882;  that  it  does  not  touch  the  complainants'  land;  and  that 
no  ore  was  mined  on  said  land  until  the  8th  of  November, 
1883,  the  day  next  before  the  day  on  which  he  testified,  when 
one  load  was  taken  out.  J.  H.  Sykes  testified  that  the  rail- 
road was  commenced  in  October,  1882.  F.  Rorer,  P.  H.  Rorer, 
and  Chapman  in  his  first  deposition,  testified  only  as  to  the 
transaction  of  September  2,  1882,  with  J.  M.  Trout,  who  was 
objected  to  as  incompetent,  and  Chapman  and  F.  Rorer,  being 
paxties  to  the  transaction  and  to  the  suit,  were  also  objected 
to  as  incompetent.  But  Chapman  deposed  a  second  time, 
and  as  late  as  the  28th  of  February,  1885,  and  said  that  Mc- 
Clanahan had  delivered  possession  of  the  fifty  acres  of  land, 
which,  by  the  deed  of  the  2l8t  of  October,  1881,  he  had  ex- 
changed with  Lewis  and  Preston  for  one  undivided  fourth  of 
the  said  leases,  and  that  he  (Chapman)  had  paid  the  entire 
purchase-money  for  said  undivided  fourth,  which  by  deed  of 
the  same  date  those  three  had  conveyed  to  Green  and  himself. 
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before  notice  of  the  complaints  of  fraud  against  the  lesseeSi 
Lewis  and  Preston.  But  this  witness  also  testified,  and  it  was 
admitted  by  the  company's  counsel,  that  F.  Rorer  had  never 
paid  the  entire  purchase-money  to  Lewis  for  the  one  undivided 
fourth  conveyed  to  him  by  the  deed  of  the  4th  of  July,  1882; 
and  that  Samuel  Colt  had  never  paid  the  entire  purchase- 
money  for  the  said  leases  and  land  conveyed  to  him  by  Mc- 
Clanahan  and  others  by  the  deed  of  September  9, 1882.  Nor 
was  it  proved  that  the  Rorer  Iron  Company  had  paid  the 
entire  purchase-money  to  Coit  for  the  leases  and  lands  afore- 
said, which  he  conveyed  to  said  company  by  the  deed  of  the 
18th  of  January,  1883. 

In  vacation,  on  the  28th  of  March,  1885,  the  said  circuit  court 
pronounced  the  decree  complained  of,  whereby  it  was  held 
that  *Hhe  lease  which  was  executed  by  the  complainants  the 
29th  of  April,  1881,  devising  to  the  defendants  Lewis  and 
Preston  a  certain  tract  of  891  acres,  more  or  less,  of  land  for 
the  term  of  twenty  years,  be  and  the  same  hereby  is  canceled, 
except  as  to  the  one  undivided  half  thereof  which  passed 
through  the  hands  of  F.  J.  Chapman,  J.  C.  Green,  and  E.  G. 
HcClanahan,  who  were  bona  fide  purchasers  for  valuable  con- 
eideration  without  notice  of  defect  of  said  half-interest,  into 
the  hands  of  the  defendant  Samuel  Coit,  and  thence  into  the 
hands  of  the  defendant,  the  Rorer  Iron  Company;  also  that 
the  complainants  recover  of  the  defendants,  the  Rorer  Iron 
Company,  Samuel  Coit,  F.  Rorer,  A.  Lewis,  and  M.  P.  Preston, 
their  costs  by  them  about  the  prosecution  of  their  suit  in  this 
behalf  expended;  and  that  the  defendants  F.  J.  Chapman,  J. 
C  Green,  and  E.  G.  McClanahan  recover  of  the  complainants 
their  costs  by  them  about  their  defense  in  this  behalf  expended. 

'*  Before  the  hearing  of  the  cause  and  rendition  of  said  de- 
cree, the  defendants  excepted  to  the  competency  of  the  com- 
plainant, Jacob  M.  Trout,  as  a  witness  in  the  cause,  for  the 
reason  that  his  wife  was  a  party  to  this  suit;  and  the  com- 
plainants excepted  to  the  competency  of  the  defendants,  F.  J. 
Chapman,  F.  Rorer,  M.  P.  Preston,  and  A.  Lewis;  and  the 
court  sustained  the  exceptions  to  the  competency  of  J.  M.  Trout 
or  wife  to  testify  in  the  cause,  and  also  excluded  the  testimony 
of  Lewis,  Preston,  F.  Rorer,  and  F.  J.  Chapman,  so  far  as  they 
testified  to  transactions  between  the  complainants  and  them- 
selves; but  the  court  heard  and  decided  the  case  upon  all  the 
other  evidence  in  the  record." 
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From  said  decree  of  March  28, 1885,  the  Rcnrer  Iron  Ck>m- 
pany  alone  applied  for  and  obtained  an  appeal  and  raper* 

Medeas. 

1.  The  first  assignment  of  err<Nr  is,  that  the  bill  attempts  to 
set  up  a  contemporaneous  parol  agreement,  essentially  differ* 
ent  from  and  in  conflict  with  the  written  agreement  which 
was  signed  and  sealed  by  the  parties,  for  which  reason  it  is- 
insisted  the  demurrer  should  have  been  sustained. 

This  assignment  is  clearly  founded  on  a  misconception,  and 
is  wholly  untenable.    The  bill  does  not  set  up  a  different 
agreement  from  that  contained  in  the  deed  of  lease,  but  avers 
that  the  deed  of  lease  was  itself  procured  by  fraudulent  mis- 
representations.  These  representations  were  of  material  things 
well  calculated  to,  and  doubtless  did,  induce  the  complainants 
to  execute  the  lease  to  Lewis  and  Preston,  thereby  seriously 
encumbering  a  very  valuable  property  without  any  correspond* 
ing  benefit  to  the  lessors.    The  false  representations  thus  made 
by  the  lessees,  and  by  means  of  which  an  unconscionable  ad* 
vantage  was  taken  of  the  lessors,  were  of  matters  peculiarly 
within  the  knowledge  of  the  lessees,  and  on  which  the  lessors 
relied  and  acted,  as  they  had  the  right  to  do;  and  they  were 
deceived  and  injured  by  them,  because  they  were  false.    These 
false  representations  were  not  held  out  as  opinions  merely,  but 
were  positive  affirmations  especially  adapted  to  the  end  in 
view,  which  was  to  obtain  the  lease  of  the  mining  privileges 
aforesaid.    By  these  means  they  obtained  the  deed  of  lease, 
but  the  lessors  got  nothing  in  return.    And  it  is  on  this  ground 
that  the  suit  was  brought  to  annul  the  deed.    It  is  of  every- 
day occurrence  that  courts  of  equity  cancel  contracts  on  such 
grounds:  See  1  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,sec.  193, note;  Smith  v.  BichardSf 
13  Pet.  26;  Adams's  Eq.,  p.  177;  2  Parsons  on  Contracts,  177^ 
Grimm  v.  Byrd,  32  Gratt.  302;  Unhart  v.  Foreman,  77  Va.  540. 
In  the  last-named  case,  at  page  545,  Hinton,  J.,  said:  ''  It  is 
not  necessary  that  the  misrepresentation  should  be  the  sole 
cause  of  the  transaction;  it  is  enough  that  it  may  have  con* 
stituted  a  material  inducement."    And  in  Low  v.  TruruUe^  78 
Va.  65,  the  same  judge  said:  ''  If  one  represents  as  true  what 
is  false,  in  such  a  way  as  to  induce  a  reasonable  man  to  believe 
it,  and  the  representation  is  meant  to  be  acted  upon,  and  he  to 
whom  the  representation  is  made,  believing  it  to  be  true,  acts 
on  it,  and  thereby  sustains  damage,  there  is  ground  to  support 
an  action  of  deceit  at  law,  and  to  found  a  rescission  of  the 
transaction  in  equity." 
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It  matters  not  whether  the  party  making  the  representation 
knew  it  to  be  false  or  not,  so  the  other  party  relied  and  acted 
<m  it,  as  he  had  a  right  to  do,  without  further  inquiry:  Brovm 
T.  Riccy  26  Gratt.  473;  McMuUen  v.  Saunders,  79  Va.  866. 

2.  It  is  assigned  for  error  that  "  the  bill  should  have  been 
dismissed  at  the  hearing  upon  the  complainants'  own  testi- 
mony.'* 

This  assignment  presents  in  a  double  aspect  the  proposition 
announced  in  the  first  assignment  of  error.  In  one  sense,  it 
imputes  error  to  the  circuit  court  in  overruling  the  demurrer, 
and  holding  that  the  allegations  set  forth  in  the  bill  made  a 
proper  case  for  equitable  relief.  In  the  other  sense,  it  imputes 
error  to  that  court  in  holding  that  the  case  made  by  the  bill 
had  been  sustained  by  the  evidence.  The  first  aspect  of  the 
contention  has  been  already  sufiSciently  considered.  But  it  is 
insisted  for  the  appellant  that  the  alleged  representations  were 
of  matters  of  expectation  or  opinion  only,  and  not  of  matters 
of  fact;  and  Kerr  on  Fraud  and  Mistake,  82,  is  cited  as  au- 
ihority  for  the  position  that  such  representations  '*go  for 
iKithingy  though  they  may  not  be  true,  as  a  man  is  not  justi- 
fied  in  placing  reliance  on  them."  But  on  pages  80,  81,  the 
same  author  says:  ''No  man  can  complain  that  another  has 
relied  too  implicitly  on  the  truth  of  what  he  himself  states." 
And  so,  too,  this  court  held  in  HvU  v.  Fields  and  Thomas^  76 
Va.  694. 

In  Grimm  v.  Byrdf  eupra^  Staples,  J.,  said:  "But  even  a 
matter  of  opinion  may  amount  to  an  affirmation,  and  be  an 
inducement  to  a  contract,  especially  where  the  parties  are  not 
dealing  upon  equal  terms,  and  one  of  them  has,  or  is  presumed 
to  have,  means  of  information  not  equally  open  to  the  other." 

However,  it  is  only  necessary  to  recall  the  representations 
already  set  forth  in  order  to  refute  the  contention  that  they 
are  merely  of  '^  such  matters  of  expectation  and  opinion  as  go 
for  nothing,  though  untrue."  Briefly  restated,  the  case  in 
hand  is  this:  The  lessees,  Lewis  and  Preston,  go  to  the  lessors. 
Trout  and  wife,  representing  that  they  are  about  entering  upon 
extensive  operations  in  mining  and  marketing  ores;  that  they 
have  the  means  at  hand  for  successfully  working  a  force  ca« 
pable  of  mining  and  transporting  such  a  quantity  of  ore  daily 
that  the  royalty  thereon  would,  at  ten  cents  per  ton,  yield  the 
owners  of  the  property  not  less  than  ten  dollars  per  day,  col- 
lectible every  night,  if  desired,  and  promising  to  commence 
operations  in  sixty  days.    Upon  these  representations  they 
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seoure  a  lease  for  twenty  years,  but  utterly  fail  to  comply  with 
their  promiees,  and  when  »ued  for  a  reecisfiion  of  the  contract 
thus  proouied,  they  oome  saying  for  defense,  ^'  These  Fqxresen* 
tations  were  mere  matters  of  opinion,  and  not  representations 
made  to  induce  the  contract,  or  upon  which  the  lessors  had  a 
right  to  rely."  To  countenance  such  a  defense  would  be  in 
effect  to  absolve  men  from  that  which  is  the  chief  bond  of 
society, — open, -honest  dealing  between  man  and  man. 

That  the  averments  of  the  bill  that  said  lessees  made  these 
representations  are  true,  satisfactorily  appears  from  the  evi« 
dence  in  the  cause;  and  that  they  were  relied  on  and  chiefly 
induced  the  lessors  to  make  the  lease,  which  has  proved  so 
disastrous  to  them,  cannot  be  doubted  by  any  impartial  mind. 
These  representations  were  made  immediately  previous  to  the 
execution  of  the  lease,  and  the  fact  that  they  were  not  em- 
bodied in  the  writing  makes  them  none  the  less  reprehensible, 
or  less  likely  to  deceive  and  cheat.  And  certain  it  is,  they 
were  the  inducements  by  which  the  lease  was  obtained.  Nor 
are  they  in  conflict  with  anything  in  the  written  instrument  of 
lease.  The  lease  was  for  a  term  of  twenty  years;  yet,  looking 
to  its  nature  and  object,  it  cannot  be  contended  that  the  les- 
sees had  the  option  to  work  or  not  to  work  the  ore  mines  for 
an  indefinite  time,  and  thus  convert  what  was  designed  to 
yield  a  handsome  daily  income  to  the  lessors  into  a  mere  bar- 
ren encumbrance  on  his  land,  a  cloud  on  his  title,  an  incubus 
and  a  manacle  which  would  oppress  him  and  destroy  the 
marketable  value  of  his  land.  No  lease  of  land  for  a  rent, 
for  a  return  to  the  landlord  out  of  the  land  which  passes,  can 
be  construed  to  be  intended  to  enable  the  tenant  merely  to 
hold  the  lease  for  purposes  of  speculation,  without  doing  and 
performing  in  connection  therewith  what  the  lease  contem- 
plated. Such  a  construction  would  indeed  make  all  such 
contracts  a  snare  for  the  entrapment  and  injury  of  the  un- 
wary land-owner.  A  man  buying  and  paying  for  land  may 
do  with  it  as  he  likes,  — work  it,  or  let  it  lie  idle.  But  a 
tenant  to  whom  land  passes  for  a  specified  purpose  has  no 
such  discretion;  he  must  perform  what  he  stipulated  to  do; 
and  if  he  has  obtained  the  lease  by  misrepresentation  and 
fraud,  the  lessor  may  have  it  rescinded  in  equity.  For  these 
reasons,  this  assignment  is  untenable. 

8.  The  third  assignment  is,  ^'that  the  circuit  court  erred  in 
not  holding  that  the  complainants  were  estopped  from  setting 
up  their  claim  against  the  appellant  by  J.  M.  Trout's  promise 
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of  September  2, 1882,  to  dismiss  this  suit.''  Of  this  transac- 
tion the  version  of  both  parties  has  been  given  in  the  state- 
ment of  the  case.  The  admission  or  the  exclusion  of  the 
testimony  as  to  it  of  Chapman  and  F.  Rorer,  and  also  of  J. 
M.  Trout,  cannot  alter  the  character  of  that  transaction,  which- 
ever version  may  be  adopted.  Beyond  all  doubt,  it  was  only 
inchoate  and  executory,  and  not  consummated  and  executed. 
This  suit  was  not  dismissed,  but  was  merely  continued  to  the 
then  next  term.  And  the  order  for  the  fifty  dollars  was  not 
presented  or  paid,  but  was  returned  unpaid.  This  transac- 
tion, then,  was  not  an  accord  and  satisfaction  of  this  suit. 
"Accord  is  a  satisfaction  agreed  upon  between  the  party  in- 
juring and  the  party  injured,  which,  when  performed,  is  a  bar 
to  all  actions  upon  the  same  account":  3  Bla.  Com.  315. 
This  is  a  suit  to  annul  a  specialty,  and  the  cause  of  action 
could  not  be  discharged  by  an  agreement  of  less  dignity: 
Mitchell  V.  HowUyj  4  Denio,  414.  '^ Accord  executory  is  no 
bar  to  the  prosecution  of  an  action.  Accord  with  tender  of 
8atis£EU}tion  is  insufficient'':  Id.;  and  Brooklyn  Bank  v.  De 
OrauWj  23  Wend.  342.  "Accord  to  be  good  must  be  exe- 
cuted": Russell  V.  LytU,  6  Id.  390;  22  Am.  Dec.  637;  McKean 
Y.  Seed,  Litt.  8el.  Cas.  895;  12  Am.  Rep.  318. 

However,  the  appellant  does  not  contend  that  this  transao- 
tion  was  a  settlement  of  this  suit  by  accord  and  satisfEtction, 
bat  only  that  it  estopped  the  complainants  from  persisting  in 
its  prosecution.  If  an  estoppel,  it  is  an  estoppel  in  paiif 
'*  which  is  one  that  arises  from  the  acts,  conduct,  or  declara- 
tions of  a  person  by  which  he  designedly  induces  another  to 
alter  his  position  injuriously  to  himself":  1  Bouv.  Law  Diet. 
541.  It  is  founded  in  fraud:  Bispham's  Eq.,  sec.  282;  Bige- 
low  on  Estoppel,  sec.  437. 

But  this  promise  to  stop  the  proceedings  in  this  suit  was 
never  executed.  In  OerrUh  v.  ProprietorSy  26  Me.  384, 46  Am. 
Dec.  568,  the  supreme  court  of  that  state  said:  "That  was  but 
an  executory  agreement  never  executed.  Such  an  agreement 
does  not  estop  a  party  to  it  from  acting  in  such  a  manner  as 
to  violate  its  stipulations";  citing  Gibson  v.  Oibson^  15  Mass. 
106;  8  Am.  Dec.  94;  and  then  continued:  ^'That  was  not  a 
sealed  agreement,  and  one  cannot  be  barred  by  an  estoppel  of 
his  right  to  an  estate  but  by  deed  of  record";  citing  Whitney  v. 
HolmeSf  15  Mass.  152. 

In  its  answer  to  the  bill,  the  appellant  company  stated  its 
version  of  said  transaction,  to  which  it  is  not  pretended  that 
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Coit  or  itself  was  a  party,  or  wa8  present  at  its  occurrencey  and 
adds  that  a  short  time  thereafter  Coit,  being  informed  that 
this  Fuit  had  been  compromised  and  settled,  purchased  the 
interest  of  McClanahan  and  others  in  this  lease,  and  that  sub- 
sequently the  Rorer  Iron  Company,  relying  upon  the  same 
assurances  of  compromise,  purchased  the  said  interest.  Now, 
this  statement  may  be  viewed  in  various  lights.  If  Coit  and 
the  Rorer  Iron  Company  had  been  informed  of  this  transac- 
tion, they  would  have  known,  or  might  have  learned,  that  the 
transaction  was  merely  inchoate, — that  the  suit  had  not  been 
dismissed  or  the  order  paid;  and  so  they  were  guilty  of  laches, 
and  must,  as  the  amendment  to  the  bill  says,  ''take  the  lease 
subject  to  the  infirmities  of  the  title  of  the  lessees,  Lewis  and 
Preston." 

The  corporation's  answer  does  not  tell  us  who  it  was  that 
informed  Coit  that  this  suit  bad  ''been  compromised  and  set- 
tled," or  on  whose  "same  assuranoes  of  compromise"  the  com- 
pany relied.  It  is  not  intimated  that  the  complainants,  or 
either  of  them,  gave  that  information  or  made  those  assur- 
ances. Had  the  company  averred  and  proved  that  the  com- 
plainants so  informed  Coit,  or  so  assured  the  company,  the 
case  might  have  been  different  But  there  is  no  such  aver- 
ment and  no  such  proof.  Coit  was  not  examined  as  a  witness, 
and  no  witness  hints  anything  of  the  kind,  nor  even  that  Coit 
ever  saw  J.  M.  Trout  or  the  note  to  his  counsel.  The  (air 
inference  is,  that  Preston  and  his  co-tenants  furnished  the 
information  and  made  the  assurances.  Preston  was  a  party, 
and  knew  this  suit  had  not  been  dismissed.  J.  M.  Trout  and 
wife  cannot  be  held  responsible  for  information  given  Coit,  or 
for  assurances  made  to  the  Rorer  Iron  Company  by  Preston 
and  his  co-tenants.  A  declaration  made  to  one  man  can  sel- 
dom be  made  to  influence  another,  who  is  absent  when  it  is 
made,  so  as  to  bind  the  declarant  as  by  estoppel, — because  it 
would  be  merely  secondary,  and  would  only  serve  to  put  the 
absent  man  on  inquiry,  and  to  n&ake  it  his  duty  to  seek  in- 
formation from  the  primary  source.  In  this  instance,  inquiry 
would  necessarily  have  disclosed  the  utter  untruthfulness  of 
the  information. 

Preston's  co-grantors.  Chapman  and  F.  Rorer,  knew  the 
transaction  was  merely  executory.  All  that  were  interested, 
including  Coit,  had  heard  of  the  suit,  and  were  put  upon  in- 
quiry. Full  information  as  to  whether  the  suit  was  dismissed, 
or  merely  continued,  was  easy  of  access.    There  were  Trout 
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and  his  oonneel,  Ballard,  and  the  public  records.  Inquiry  it 
the  pnrchaser^B  dntjj  and  he  is  affected  with  all  knowledge  he 
wonld  have  obtained  had  he  opened  his  eyes  and  ears  and 
done  hifl  duty:  Wood  v.  Krebbs,  30  Gratt.  715.  If  Borer  was 
the  company's  president  when  it  made  the  purchase  and  re- 
ceived the  conveyance,  he  was  the  more  bound  to  ascertain 
the  true  status  of  the  suit,  the  pendency  and  object  of  which 
he  so  well  knew.  The  record  does  not  show  that  J.  M.  Trout 
ever  saw  or  heard  of  Coit,  or  communicated  with  him  in  any 
way,  or  did  or  said  aught  in  his  presence,  or  elsewhere,  with 
design  to  induce  him  to  do  any  act.  Coit  makes  no  such 
charge;  nor  does  he  testify  to  or  allege  any  fact  from  which 
such  a  charge  could  be  inferred.  Nor  has  he  complained  of 
the  decree  here  in  question.  He  was  not  a  complete  pur- 
chaser, never  having  paid  the  entire  purchase-money,  and 
could  not  and  did  not  make  the  defense  of  "  purchaser  for 
value  without  notice."  In  fact,  he  made  no  real  defense  of 
any  kind.  Nor  is  it  averred  or  proved  that  the  appellees. 
Trout  and  wife,  had  any  communication  with  the  appellant 
company  at  any  time. 

On  behalf  of  the  appellant,  it  is  insisted  that  its  claim  to 
favorable  consideration  is  much  enhanced  on  account  of  the 
magnitude  of  its  outlays.  But  the  record  shows  that  the  ap- 
pellant bought  the  Trout  lease,  with  much  other  mineral 
property,  in  January,  1883,  after  the  institution  of  this  suit, 
which  was  brought  in  August,  1882,  to  annul  that  lease  which 
the  lessees  had  fastened  upon  the  land  ot  the  lessors,  the  ap- 
pellees here,  only  for  their  own  speculative  purposes;  and  that 
the  appellant  became  the  purchaser  of  said  lease,  with  full 
notice  of  the  pendency  of  the  suit,  and  of  its  object;  and  that 
in  fSEU^t  all  that  the  appellant  did  was  done  after  such  notice. 

This  Trout  lease  was  only  a  very  small  part  of  the  appel- 
lant's purchase.     The  ownership  of  this  lease  could  by  no 

means  have  been  the  inducement  to  build  its  short  line  of 

• 

railroad,  because  the  railroad  was  begun  before  the  purchase 
of  the  lease.  At  all  events,  no  part  of  the  railroad  has  ever 
been  built  on  the  Trout  land,  and  no  expense  has  been  in- 
curred either  by  the  original  lessees  or  their  alienees  in  min- 
ing ore  upon  it.  In  fact,  the  fair  conclusion  from  all  the 
evidence  is,  that  the  numerous  other  leases  and  mineral  prop- 
erties embraced  in  the  appellant's  purchase  of  18th  of  Janu- 
ary, 1883,  were  the  real  inducements  to  the  outlays  made,  and 
that  the  Trout  lease  was  included  in  the  purchase  and  convey- 
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ance^  at  a  venture  for  what  it  might  be  worth.  We  are  there- 
fore of  opinion  that  the  circuit  court  did  not  err  in  not  holding 
that  the  complainants  were  estopped  from  prosecuting  this 
suit. 

In  the  view  taken  of  this  case,  there  is  no  occasion  for  pass- 
ing on  the  alleged  error  of  the  court  below  in  excluding  the 
testimony  of  certain  witnesses,  as  the  admission  of  the  testi- 
mony could  not  have  affected  the  result  In  fact  the  case  has 
been  considered  in  the  light  of  all  the  evidence  offered  by  the 
defendants  in  the  court  below.  There  being,  then,  no  error  in 
the  record  of  which  the  appellant  can  complain,  ordinarily  the 
case  would  here  close  with  a  simple  affirmance  of  the  decree 
appealed  from;  but  the  appellees,  Trout  and  wife,  insist  that 
the  said  decree  is  erroneous  as  to  them,  and  ask  that  this  court 
will,  under  the  ninth  rule,  consider  the  whole  record,  and  so 
amend  the  decree  as  to  make  it  as  it  should  have  been  entered 
by  the  said  circuit  court. 

The  appellees,  however,  claim  that  the  court  below  erred  in 
excepting  from  the  operation  of  its  decree  canceling  the  lease 
executed  by  them  to  Lewis  and  Preston,  April  29,  1881,  one 
undivided  half  thereof,  thus  allowing  the  Borer  Iron  Company 
the  full  benefit  of  the  defense  of  "  purchaser  for  value  without 
notice,"  though  that  company  had  not  set  up  that  defenBCy 
either  by  its  petition,  or  by  answer  or  plea,  as  required  by  the 
settled  rule  of  practice. 

It  cannot  at  this  day  be  questioned  that  a  purchaser  for 
value  without  notice,  actual  or  constructive,  having  obtained 
a  conveyance,  will  not  be  affected  by  a  latent  equity,  whether 
by  lien  or  encumbrance,  or  trust  or  fraud,  or  any  other  claim; 
and  that  a  grantee  from  such  a  purchaser  stands  in  the  same 
position  as  his  grantor,  though  affected  with  notice  at  the  time 
of  the  grant.  Such  purchaser  must,  however,  be  a  complete 
purchaser;  that  is,  he  must  have  purchased  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  actually  paid  the  entire  purchase-money,  and 
received,  or  be  entitled  to  receive,  a  conveyance  before  such 
notice.  The  burden  rests  on  him  who  sets  up  this  defense  to 
prove  these  three  things,  and  the  proof  of  payment  must  be 
actual,  the  mere  recital  of  payment  in  the  deed  being  insuffi* 
cient  And  the  burden  of  affecting  such  a  purchaser  with 
notice  of  the  equity  rests  on  the  plaintiff:  2  Minor's  Insti- 
tutes, 877,  878;  2  Lead.  Cas.  Eq.  22,  33, 62,  100;  1  Story's  Eq. 
Jur.,  sec.  410;  Carter  v.  Carter ^  21  Gratt.  241;  Lamar  v.  ffaie^ 
79  Va.  147.    But  it  is  equally  clear  that  in  order  to  enable  a 
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defendant  to  avail  himBelf  of  the  benefit  of  this  defense  of 
^'  purchaser  for  value  without  notice/'  he  must  have  set  up  the 
same  by  his  plea  or  by  his  answer;  because  a  court  of  equity 
can  only  decree  on  the  case  made  by  the  pleadings,  though  the 
evidence  may  show  a  right  to  further  relief:  Mundy  v.  Vawter^ 
3  Gratt.  495;  Kent  v.  Kent,  82  Va.  205;  Kerr  on  Fraud  and 
Mistake,  370,  371,  note,  where  that  author  says:  '*A  defend- 
ant who  puts  in  an  answer,  but  does  not  set  up  the  defense  of 
purchaser  for  value  without  notice,  cannot  afterwards  set  up 
that  defense."  Therefore,  in  order  to  enable  a  court  of  equity 
to  give  a  defendant  the  advantage  of  such  defense,  it  is  essen- 
tial that  he  put  it  in  issue  by  his  pleadings;  otherwise  the 
court  cannot  consider  and  allow  it,  although  the  evidence  may 
show  that  he  could  have  maintained  that  defense  had  he  set 
it  up  by  his  plea  or  by  his  answer. 

In  Davmman  v.  Rvstf  6  Rand.  660,  Carr,  J.,  said:  '*  A  pur- 
chaser who  claims  to  be  a  purchaser  for  value  without  notice 
must  expressly  deny  notice  in  his  answer,  though  it  is  not 
charged  in  the  bill.  This  is  settled  law."  And  in  Tomkina  v. 
MitcheUy  2  Rand.  430,  this  court  laid  down  the  same  rule  in 
nearly  the  same  language. 

In  the  English  notes  to  Basset  v.  Noswartky^  2  Lead.  Cas.  Eq. 
25,  it  is  said  by  the  annotators:  ''  Notice  must  be  denied, 
whether  charged  in  the  bill  or  not";  citing  AsUm  v.  CurgoUj 
WesUm  V.  Berideyy  and  Brace  v.  Duclieu  of  Marlboroughy  3  P. 
Wms.  244,  491.  And  iu  the  American  notes  to  the  same  case, 
at  page  100,  the  annotators  say:  ''  Notice  must  be  denied  ex- 
plicitly, whether  it  is  or  is  not  averred  in  the  bill,  in  order  to 
put  the  fact  in  issue,  and  to  enable  the  opposite  party  to  estab- 
lish the  existence  of  notice  by  proof";  citing  iTarm  v.  Fly^  7 
Paige,  422,  424;  Moore  v.  Clay^  7  Ala.  742,  751;  Downing  v. 
Smith,  3  Johns.  Ch.  845,  etc. 

In  Johnson  v.  Toulminy  18  Ala.  60,  it  was  held  that  ^'  where 
defense  of  purchaser  for  value  without  notice  is  relied  on,  no- 
tice must  be  denied  fully  and  particularly,  though  it  be  not 
charged  in  the  bilL" 

In  DousseU  v.  King^  7  Leigh,  393,  this  court,  per  Carr,  J., 
fiaid  that  'Hhe  defense  of  purchaser  for  value  without  notice 
may  be  made  by  answer  as  well  as  by  plea."  And  in  the  same 
case,  Tucker,  P.,  at  page  401,  said:  *^In  the  present  case  the 
defendants  idlege  that  King's  purchase  and  acquisition  of  title 
^ere  without  notice  of  the  plaintiff's  claim.  The  allegation  is, 
hideed,  set  forth  in  the  answer,  and  not  by  way  of  plea;  but 
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the  industry  of  my  brother,  Carr,  has  presented  a  train  of  au- 
thorities which  show  that  the  defense  may  well  be  insisted  on 
by  way  of  answer."  This  decision  plainly  implies  that  this 
defense  must  be  set  up  either  by  plea  or  by  answer,  and  that 
if  set  up  by  neither,  it  cannot  be  made  by  mere  proof:  2  Lead. 
Cas.  Eq.  102;  1  Barbour's  Chancery  Practice,  375. 

To  further  multiply  authorities  to  sustain  a  rule  of  chancery 
practice  so  thoroughly  well  established  as  that  which  requires 
a  defendant  to  deny  notice  of  the  plaintiff's  claim  by  plea  or 
answer,  even  if  notice  be  not  charged  in  the  bill,  might  justly 
be  considered  as  superfluous.  But,  in  argument,  counsel  for 
the  appellant  deny  the  existence  of  the  rule,  or  at  least  its  ap- 
plication to  the  case  in  hand;  and  the  postulate  of  Carr,  J.,  in 
Downman  v.  Rust^  9Upra^  was  characterized  as  ''a  mere  dictum^ 
not  deciding  the  point";  and  Carter  v.  Allen ^  supra,  is  cited  as 
authority  for  their  contention.  This  is  a  clear  misapprehen- 
sion of  counsel.  That  case  was  wholly  unlike  the  case  here. 
It  was  a  bill  to  impeach  a  decree  confirming  a  judicial  sale  of 
a  lunatic's  land,  on  the  ground  that  the  sale  to  the  nominal 
purchaser  was  "a  sham,"  and  the  committee  of  the  lunatic 
was  the  real  purchaser,  who,  by  express  statute,  was  forbidden 
to  become  such  purchaser.  And  in  discussing  the  pleadings  in 
that  case.  Christian,  J.,  in  delivering  the  unanimous  opinion 
of  the  courtt  said:  ^*  But  she  does  not  pretend  to  allege,  in  any 
form,  in  a  bill  of  unusual  length,  that  either  Garrett  or  Barks- 
dale  had  any  notice  of  the  fact  upon  which  she  relies  to  im- 
peach the  decree,  to  wit,  that  Carter,  and  not  Chapman,  was 
the  real  purchaser;  and  that  under  the  statute  the  sale  was 
therefore  void.  No  notice  to  them,  actual  or  constructive,  is 
charged  in  the  bill.  Nor  is  there  anything  in  the  proceedings 
or  decree  which  she  seeks  to  impeach  which  could  possibly 
bring  home  to  them  knowledge  of  the  alleged  legal  fraud." 
Thus,  so  far  from  there  being  in  the  case  of  Carter  v.  Allen, 
$upraj  anything  to  the  contrary,  that  case  expressly  refers  to 
the  rule  under  consideration,  and  fully  recognizes  and  sus- 
tains it. 

No  further  comment  on  Carter  v.  Allen,  supra,  can  be  neces- 
sary. The  rule  in  question  is  in  reality  elementary.  It  grows 
logically  out  of  the  fact  that  the  defense  of  '^  purchaser  for 
value  without  notice,"  however  presented,  whether  by  plea  or 
by  answer,  is  manifestly  a  confession  and  avoidance  of  the 
plaintiff's  claim, — the  avoiding  part  being  strictly  affirmative 
matter. 
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In  Boone  v^  ChiUSj  10  Pet.  211,  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States,  treating  pf  this  defense,  said:  ''  It  is  setting  up 
new  matter  not  in  the  bill;  a  new  case  is  presented,  not  re- 
Bponsive  to  the  bill,  but  one  founded  on  a  right  and  title 
opiating,  if  made  out,  to  bar  and  avoid  the  plaintiff's  equity, 
which  must  otherwise  prevail.  The  answer  setting  it  up  is  no 
evidence  against  the  plaintiff,  who  is  not  bound  to  contradict 
or  rebat  it." 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  complainants  file  their  bill  against 
their  lessees,  alleging  that  they  procured  the  deed  of  lease 
through  fraud.  The  appellant,  the  Rorer  Iron  Company,  filed 
its  petition  reciting  the  lease  and  the  intermediate  alienations 
whereby  it  became  its  sole  owner,  insisting  that  by  J.  M. 
Trout's  promiBe  to  dismiss  the  suit  the  complainants  were 
estopped  to  prosecute  the  same,  and  praying  that  itself  and 
the  intermediate  alienees  be  made  parties.  The  bill  was 
amended,  making  these  alienees  parties,  and  charging  them 
with  acquiring  the  lease  subject  to  all  the  infirmities  of  the 
title  of  the  original  lessees.  The  company  answered,  again 
reciting  the  lease,  giving  the  lessees'  version  of  its  execution, 
insisting  on  the  alleged  estoppel,  and  stating  that  Coit  had 
been  informed  that  the  suit  had  been  settled,  and  that  he  had 
purchased  the  lease,  and  that  itself^  the  appellant  company, 
lelying  on  the  same  assurances,  had  purchased  it  from  him 
and  made  its  outlays.  But  nowhere  does  the  company's  an- 
swer set  up  the  defense  of  **  purchaser  for  value  without  no* 
tice,"  whether  by  reason  of  itself  being  such  purchaser,  or  by 
reason  of  its  being  the  grantee  of  such  purchaser.  And  yet  it 
is  insisted  for  the  appellant,  and  was  held  by  the  circuit  court, 
that  the  said  company  could  avail  itself  of  such  defense,  al- 
though it  had  not  set  it  up. 

In  fact,  the  record  discloses  that  the  very  idea  of  such  de- 
fense never  occurred  to  said  company.  And  very  naturally 
the  idea  did  not  occur  to  it,  not  only  because,  as  appears  as 
wen  from  its  own  admissions  as  from  the  evidence,  it  did 
itself  have  notice  of  the  complainants'  claim,  but  also  be- 
cause of  the  fact — seemingly  well  known  to  the  company 
through  its  president — that  idl  tbe  intermediate  alienees  had 
such  notice,  or  at  least  had  ample  opportunity  of  acquiring  it, 
from  the  very  peculiar  nature  of  this  transaction  and  its  at- 
tendant circumstances. 

First,  it  was  a  mere  lease  for  years — not  a  conveyance  in 
feo— of  land,  the  consideration  whereof  was  a  rent  payable 
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out  of  the  land  in  the  shape  of  a  bonus  on  every  ton  of  ore 
mined  thereon;  secondly ,  the  admitted,  visible,  and  notorious 
circumstance  that  from  the  date  of  the  lease  up  to  the  day 
before  the  deposition  of  the  stockholder  and  alienee,  McClana* 
han,  in  November,  1883, — long  after  the  dates  of  all  the  con- 
veyances,— no  ore  had  been  mined  on  Trout's  land  under  this 
lease;  and  thirdly,  the  additional  well-known  circumstance 
that  the  lessees,  Lewis  and  Preston,  were  not  in  possession  of 
the  leased  premises  when  they  conveyed  the  same  to  these 
alienees.  These  things  surely  were  enough  to  put  any  pru- 
dent intended  purchaser  on  inquiry,  which  inquiry  it  was 
their  duty  to  make  before  purchasing  the  lease,  and  which  in- 
quiry, had  it  been  made,  could  not  have  failed  to  discover  to 
them  all  about  the  plaintiffs'  claim. 

It  is  well-settled  law  that  whatever  puts  a  purchaser  on 
inquiry  is  equivalent  to  notice.  Possession  of  the  property  by 
a  person  other  than  the  vendor  is  universally  regarded  as  suffi- 
cient to  put  a  purchaser  on  inquiry,  and  to  affect  him  with 
knowledge  of  the  claims  of  the  possessor:  Baynard  v.  Norris^ 
6  Gill,  468;  46  Am.  Dec.  647;  PendleUm  v.  Fay,  2  Paige,  202; 
OraffY.  Castlermn^  5  Rand.  207;  16  Am.  Dec.  741;  JSoorter  v. 
SeweU,  8  Md.  341;  Wood  v.  KrehhB,  80  Gratt  708.  ''  Posses- 
sion of  land  is  notice  of  the  possessor's  claim  to  it,  because  the 
tenant  must  abide  by  his  answers  to  the  interrogations  of  one 
about  to  buy":  2  Lead.  Cas.  Eq.  60, 100, 180,  and  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Baldwin  in  Boone  v.  Chiles,  eupra. 

There  can  be,  then,  no  reason  for  hesitating  as  to  the  pro- 
priety of  holding  that  the  inferences  necessarily  deducible 
from  theje  pregnant  circumstances  are  more  than  sufficient  to 
affect  with  notice  the  four  grantors,  McClanahan,  Chapman, 
Rorer,  and  Green,  the  fifth  grantor  being  Preston.  The  an- 
swer, containing  only  affirmative  matter  not  responsive  to  any 
allegation  in  the  bill,  can  furnish  no  evidence  to  support  the 
testimony  of  the  single  witness,  Chapman,  who,  speaking  for 
himself  alone,  denied  that  he  had  such  notice. 

The  others,  except  Green,  who  did  not  make  oath  to  or  sign 
the  answer,  were  all  examined  as  witnesses  for  the  appellant, 
but  were  not  questioned  on  the  point  of  notice.  Rorer,  it  is 
admitted,  was  not  a  complete  purchaser.  Preston,  the  origi- 
nal lessee,  of  course  had  notice.  All  five  were  tenants  in 
common.  The  conclusion  is  irresistible  that  all  of  them  were 
alike  aware  of  the  complaints  of  Trout  against  his  lessees, 
Lewis  and  Preston. 
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And  now  recurring  to  the  answer  of  McClanahan,  Rorer, 
Chapman,  and  Oreen,  whereby  they  did  attempt  to  present, 
bat  in  their  own  behalf  only  (for  they  made  no  allusion  what- 
ever either  to  Coit  or  to  the  Rorer  Iron  Company),  the  defense 
of  parchaser  for  value  without  notice,  it  has  been  seen  that 
that  answer  was  insufficient  for  that  purpose,  even  if  it  had 
been  clearly  established  by  proof,  inasmuch  as  it  omitted  to 
make  the  essential  averment  that  at  the  time  of  the  execution 
of  the  conveyances  to  these  respondents  their  grantors  were  in 
poBseesion  of  the  premises  conveyed.  In  Baynard  v.  NorrU^ 
supra  J  the  supreme  court  of  Maryland  said:  "It  cannot,  at 
this  late  day,  be  doubted  that  a  defendant,  being  a  bona  fide 
purchaser  for  value  without  notice,  can  defend  himself  against 
a  complainant  asserting  a  prior  equitable  claim,  by  way  of 
answer  as  well  as  by  the  usual  plea  in  bar  founded  upon  such 
a  purchase.  But  to  render  such  a  defense  available  at  the 
trial,  the  answer  must  contain  an  averment  of  every  material 
fact  requisite  to  sustaui  such  a  plea  if  demurred  to.  Does  the 
answer  of  Morris  and  Jones  contain  aU  such  material  aver- 
ments? is  therefore  the  obvious  inquiry  to  be  made  in  this  case. 
It  does  sufficiently  state  some  of  the  facts  indispensable  to 
such  a  plea,  to  wit,  the  transfer  of  the  legal  title,  the  bona  fides 
of  the  transaction,  a  valuable  consideration  paid,  and  its  pay- 
ment before  they  had  notice  of  the  plaintiff's  claim.  But  the 
answer  has  omitted  to  state  one  essential  fact,  to  wit,  that  the 
grantor  was  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance  possessed  of 
the  premises  conveyed";  and  cited  Equity  Draftsman,  449; 
3  Sugden  on  Vendors,  845,  846;  Danieh  v.  Davideon^  16  Ves. 
247. 

In  Boone  v.  ChUee^  eupra^  the  supreme  court  of  the  United 
States,  speaking  of  this  defense,  said:  ''In  setting  it  up  by 
plea  or  answer,  it  must  state  the  deed  of  purchase,  that  the 
vendor  was  in  possession,"  etc.  All  the  authorities  seem  to 
concur  in  holding  that  if  the  purchaser  does  not  file  his  plea, 
but  submits  to  answer,  he  must  answer  fully  setting  up  the 
essentials  of  the  plea:  2  Lead.  Cas.  Eq.  26,  27;  1  Barbour's 
Chancery  Practice,  375,  886,  note  3;  4  Minor's  Institutes,  old 
ed.,  1177.  And  they  fully  sustain  the  position  taken  here, 
that  the  answer  of  these  intermediate  grantors  of  the  Rorer 
Iron  Company  does  not  sufficiently  set  up  the  plea  of  pur- 
chaser for  value  without  notice,  even  in  their  own  behalf,  and 
of  course  it  could  avail  naught  in  behalf  of  said  company,  to 
which  it  makes  no  allusion,  and  which  did  not  even  attempt 
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to  set  up  sucL  defense  for  itself,  or  to  refer  to  the  answer  of  its 
co-defendants. 

The  defense,  then,  of  purchaser  for  value  without  notice  waa 
not  put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings  in  this  cause.  And  eyen  if 
the  evidence  had  clearly  proved — which  it  did  not  do — that 
the  defendants,  or  any  of  them,  could  have  maintained  such 
defense  as  to  the  whole,  or  as  to  any  part  of  the  Trout  lease, 
yet  the  court  below  could  not  award  relief  on  such  ground,  in- 
asmuch as  it  was  bound  to  confine  its  decree  to  the  case  made 
by  the  pleadings.  "A  party  is  not  allowed  to  state  one  case 
in  a  bill  or  answer,  and  make  out  a  different  one  by  proof,'' 
says  Mr.  Justice  Baldwin,  in  Booru  v.  Chiles,  supra. 

For  these  reasons  we  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  though  the 
circuit  court  did  not  in  its  decree  complained  of  commit  any 
error  of  which  the  appellant  can  complain,  yet  it  did  err  in 
excepting  from  cancellation  the  one  undivided  half  of  the 
lease  which  the  appellees.  Trout  and  wife,  executed  on  the 
29th  of  April,  1881,  to  Lewis  and  Preston,  and  which  passed 
from  them  to  McClanahan  and  others  through  Coit  to  the  ap- 
pellant, and  in  decreeing  that  McClanahan,  Chapman,  and 
Green  recover  of  the  complainants  their  costs  by  them  in  that 
court  about  their  defense  in  that  behalf  expended;  and  that 
for  this  error  the  said  decree  must  be  reversed  in  favor  of  the 
said  appellees.  Trout  and  wife,  and  be  amended  and  corrected 
so  that  it  will  operate  to  cancel  the  said  entire  lease,  with 
costs  to  the  appellees,  and  that  the  same,  so  amended  and  cor- 
rected, be  affirmed. 

Decree  amended  and  affirmed. 


Falsb  Repbbssntations  Which  Opbratb  as  an  l2a>ucEHSNT  to  entei 
into  the  contract  will  operate  to  av^oid  it:  ffenderwn  ▼.  San  Antonh  etc  B.  /^. 
Co.,  67  Am.  Dec.  675;  Bimer  v.  Dugan,  77  Id.  6S7,  and  notes. 

EsTOPFEL  nr  Pais  is  Defdvbd  in  WeinstHn  v.  NaUonaX  Bank,  6  Am.  St 
Hep.  23,  and  note  28. 

Ebbovsous  BEjxcnoN  of  Evidinob  Which  oould  not  Anvcrr  Result  is 
not  ground  for  reversal  of  judgment:  KUUng  v.  Shaw,  91  Am.  Dec.  G45,  and 
note. 

Detensb  of  Bona  Fide  Pubghaseb  must  be  Pleaded,  and  mast  be  set 
forth  with  certainty  and  particularity:  Cumminga  v.  Colemany  62  Am.  Deo. 
402;  BtforU  ▼.  Agne9,  65  Id.  314;  Wa)er  v.  Botfuddld,  15  Or.  385. 

P068E8SION  bt  Pebbon  Otheb  than  Vendor  is  Sufficient  to  put  piir> 
chaser  on  inquiry:  See  Knapp  v.  BaHey,  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  295,  and  note. 
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Yauqht  v.  Bidbb. 

Lour  OF  HoirxT  to  Ddtob  to  Pat  XJmmMOOB  Debt  wm  ii  not  aflbetod 
wiib  the  illegality  in  the  usazioiis  loan,  where  ^he  aaonzily  for  iha;!  loaa 
fa  aatiifled  and  eztingniahed,  and  that  for  the  new  loan  ia  given  upon  m 
mew  consideration,  and  ia  a  WI10II7  different  and  distinct  obligatioB» 
even  though  the  lender  knows  that  the  original  loan  was  nsarioiia  and  ia 
aware  of  the  borrower's  object  in  obtaining  the  new  loan. 

To  J>EKT  Ck>iiTixuAVGB,  OH  MoixoiT  TO  DxBsoLVB  IzfjuKonoir  RwrtATH- 
ivo  Sale,  n  Bbbor,  where  the  motion  for  such  coniinoanoe  ia  mada 
by  the  complainant  to  enable  him  to  complete  his  proofi^  and  is  snp« 
ported  bj  an  affldayit  to  the  eflEact  that  he  haa  additional  and  material 
eividanoe  to  take  in  the  caae^  which  will  show  that  the  notice  of  asla  ia 
deSectiTey  end  whieh,  vp  to  thia  time,  he  haa  been  nnaUe  to  taks^  al« 
HMNigih  he  haa  naed  dne  diligence  in  perfecting  his  proob. 

Bill  to  oDJoin  a  sale.    The  opinion  gtates  the  caae. 

F.  8.  Elair^  for  the  appellant. 

Cfocletf  Hclbroolf  and  Thomai^  finr  the  appellees. 

LKfFiSy  President.  That  every  security  for  a  nsorions  deht| 
however  often  renewed,  is  affected  by  the  original  illegal  con- 
sideration,  is  a  proposition  well  established  and  undisputed: 
Drake's  Eafr  v.  Chandlerj  18  Gratt.  909;  98  Am.  Deo.  762; 
Walker  v.  Bank  of  WashingUm^  3  How.  62.  In  the  present 
case,  however,  as  presented  by  the  record,  we  agree  with  the 
circuit  judge  that  whatever  may  have  been  the  nature  of  the 
transactions  between  the  appellant  and  Lambert,  which  are 
charged  to  have  been  usurious,  the  vice  of  usury  does  not 
enter  into  the  transactions  between  the  appellant  and  Fisher. 
Indeed,  the  bill — to  which  there  was  a  demurrer — does  not 
charge,  in  terms,  that  the  Fisher  debt  is  tainted  with  usury, 
but  charges  that  Fisher  assumed  the  payment  of  the  Lambert 
debt  with  knowledge  of  its  usurious  nature.  It  also  charges 
that  Fisher  '*  offered  to  purchase "  the  Lambert  debt,  but  it 
does  not  charge  that,  in  point  of  fact,  he  did  purchase  it,  or 
that  he  acquired  any  interest  in  it.  True,  it  is  charged  that 
the  Lambert  and  the  Fisher  debts  are  the  same, — that  the  lat- 
ter is  merely  a  substitution  or  renewal  of  the  former.  But  this 
is  a  conclusion  not  warranted  by  any  facts  set  forth  in  the  bill. 
Hence,  there  was  no  error  in  not  directing  an  issue  under  the 
statute  to  try  whether  or  no  the  Fisher  debt  is  usurious,  since 
there  is  nothing  in  the  bill  upon  which  such  an  issue  coidd 
have  been  properly  directed:  Code  1878,  c.  187|  sec  12. 

Am,  Si.  Bmf^  Vol.  V. —90 
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This  is  concloBive  of  the  case  upon  the  question  of  nsuiy. 
And  if  we  look  into  the  evidence,  tfae  deposition  of  the  appel- 
lant himself  negatives  the  position  taken  in  the  petition  for 
appeal,  and  shows  the  following  facts:  That  on  the  ITth  of 
July,  1883,  he  was  indebted  to  Lambert  in  a  sum  amounting 
to  about  $1,500,  evidenced  by  bond,  the  payment  of  which 
was  secured  by  a  deed  of  trust  on  a  tract  of  land  in  Wythe 
County;  that  Lambert  being  about  to  enforce  the  deed  of 
trust,  he  (the  appellant)  applied  to  Fisher,  who  was  a  stranger 
to  the  original  transaction,  for  a  loan,  and  thereupon  took  from 
him  an  assignment  of  certain  notes  and  bonds  held  by  Fisher 
on  Lambert,  which  aggregated  the  sum  of  $1,496,  and  at  the 
same  time  received  from  Fisher  four  dollars  in  money,  making 
in  all  the  exact  sum  of  $1,500;  that  for  this  sum  he,  on  the 
same  day,  executed  his  bond  to  Fisher,  psyable  two  y^ears 
after  its  date,  and  bearing  six  per  cent  interest,  and  secured 
the  same  by  a  deed  of  trust  on  the  tract  of  land  above  men- 
tloned.    And  in  answer  to  a  direct  question  he  says,  emphat- 
ically: "I  do  not  claim  that  there  was  usury  between  me  and 
Mr.  Fisher.    I  only  claim  there  was  usury  between  me  and 
Lambert."    He  also  testifies  that  the  notes  and  bonds  he 
got  from  Fisher  ''went  to  satisfy  the  Lambert  debt,"  and  that 
he  paid  it.    He  does  not  say  that  there  was  any  purchase  or 
assignment  of  the  debt,  or  that  Lambert  was  a  party  to  the 
transactions  between  himself  and  Fisher,  or  that  the  latter 
acquired  any  interest  whatever  in  the  debt;  and  the  presump- 
tion is,  though  he  does  not  say  so,  that  the  bond  evidencing 
the  debt  was  surrendered  and  canceled, — all  of  which  shows 
that  the  debt  was  satisfied  and  extinguished,  and  that  the 
Fisher  bond  was  given  upon  a  new  consideration,  and  is  a 
wholly  different  and  distinct  obligation.   Nor  does  the  fact  that 
Fisher  had  notice  that  the  debt  was  usurious,  and  that  he  was 
aware  of  the  appellant's  object  in  taking  the  assignment  of 
the  notes  and  bonds  above  mentioned,  alter  the  case  in  the 
slightest  degree.    This  is  too  plain  to  require  discussion:  Coff- 
man  and  Bruffy  v.  MUler  &  Co.,  26  Gratt.  698;  Drake^s  Et^t  v. 
Chandler,  18  Id.  909;  98  Am.  Dec.  762. 

We  are  of  opinion,  however,  that  there  was  error  in  over- 
ruling the  motion  of  the  complainant  to  continue  the  case  to 
enable  him  to  complete  his  proofs.  Upon  this  point  the  re- 
oord  shows  that  on  the  twenty-eighth  of  January,  1887,  the 
fiirther  taking  of  testimony  was  continued  by  consent  of 
parties  until  the  thirty-first  of  the  same  month,  and  that  on 
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the  twenty-ninth  of  the  same  month  the  motion  to  dieeolve 
the  iqiinotiony  theretofore  awarded  to  restrain  the  advertised 
Bale  of  the  land  under  the  Fisher  deed  of  trast,  was  heard, 
pursuant  to  notice,  by  the  circuit  judge  in  vacation;  that  the 
complainant  appeared  and  moved  to  continue  the  motion  un- 
til the  hearing  at  the  following  (March)  term,  calling  attention 
to  the  agreement  to  continue  the  taking  of  testimony  to  a 
future  day,  and  further  supporting  his  motion  by  affidavit  to 
the  effect  that  he  had  additional  and  material  evidence  to 
take  in  the  cause,  which  up  to  that  time  he  had  been  unable 
to  take,  although  he  had  used  due  dffigenoe  in  pei^ecting  his 
proofs.  The  motion  to  oontimie,  however,  was  overruled,  and 
the  injunction  was  dissolved,  because,  as  recited  in  the  order, 
"it  appears  &am  the  bill,  as  well  as  the  testimony  of  the  com- 
plainant, that  the  transactions  between  the  complainant  and 
Fisher  were  not  usurious,  whatever  may  have  been  the  nature 
of  the  transactions  between  the  complainant  and  Lambert." 

This  would  be  good  ground  for  dissolving  the  injunction  if 
the  bill  had  prayed  for  relief  on  the  ground  of  usury  alone* 
But  such  is  not  the  case.  A  copy  of  the  Fisher  deed  of  trust 
is  exhibited  with  the  bill,  from  which  it  appears  that  it  was 
stipulated  in  the  deed  that  a  sale  under  it  shall  not  be  made 
until  after  thirty  days'  notioe  of  the  time,  place,  and  terms  of 
sale  shall  have  been  given  by  posting  notioes  at  the  front  door 
of  Wythe  court-house,  '*  and  in  such  other  manner  as  the  said 
Vaught  [the  ccMnplainant]  may  desire."  And  the  bill  alleges, 
as  one  of  the  grounds  upon  which  an  injunction  is  prayed  for, 
that  only  one  notice  of  the  proposed  sa]e  had  heen.  posted,  and 
that  at  tiie  front  door  of  the  court4iouse,  eighteen  miles  distant 
from  the  land,  and  that  '^the  ccnnplainant  had  no  knowledge 
of  the  proposed  advertisement,  and  was  not  oonsulted  in  re- 
gard to  the  same." 

This  allegation  is  not  denied  in  the  answers,  and  if  it  shall 
he  established  by  proo(  the  facts  alleged  will  entitle  the  com- 
plainant to  an  injunction  to  prevent  the  sale  until  proper 
iH>tice  shall  have  been  given.  For,  under  the  terms  of  the 
deed,  the  oomplainant  has  the  right  to  give  reasonable  direc- 
tions as  to  the  manner  of  advertising  notioe  of  sale,  and  hence 
there  can  be  no  proper  advertisement  until  he  has  had  the 
opp(»iunity  of  exercising  the  privilege  in  respect  thereto  stip- 
^ted  hr  in  the  deed.  The  motion  to  continue  ought,  there- 
fore, to  have  been  granted,  and  for  this  error  the  decree  must 
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be  revened,  the  iqjiinotion  reinstated,  and  the  oanae  xemanded 
for  farther  proceedingB,  in  oonformity  with  this  opinioa. 
Decree  revened. 


Whit  Comtbadts  laa  UniBioim  is  the  >abj«et  of  fha  nofeM  to  Ikmm  ▼• 
<9brr,  66  Am.  Deo.  891-li0(^  and  to  iffybeiter  t.  Swm,  81  Id.  786-788. 

Biaar  to  OoanauAxcm  nr  Cnm.  Gausu  it  folly  diieoHed  in  tbo  noto 
to  Sitmmm  ▼.  Shtnnod^  74  Am.  Doo.  141-161. 


Naglbb  V.  Albxandria  and  Fbbdbeioksbubg 

Bailway  Company. 

[8t  vnanoA,  707.J 
|tAw.»ftAn  OoMPAirr  OAimoT  Btavb  m  Lioal  LuBunr  loa  Isjuxm 
OsmoKD  BT  Niouasirr  Onaunoir  of  its  rood  bj  Tolmituilj  oonToyii^f 
and  forrenderuig  indefinitely  to  martgege  huitoee  of  its  own  ■oloetien 
iti  rood  and  franohiaea,  where  there  ia  no  atatntory  pronaion  nntiiorin- 
ing  or  regulating  the  tranafer  and  aonender. 

Tbbbpabs  on  the  case.    The  opinion  states  the  facts. 

£f.  F.  Beach  and  John  M.  Johmon^  for  the  plaintiff  in  erzor. 

PrancU  L.  Smithy  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Faumtlxbot,  J.  This  action  is  trespass  on  the  case,  to  le- 
ooyer  damages  fiom  the  defendant  for  the  destruction  of  the 
plaintiff's  property  by  fire  aUeged  to  have  been  caused  by  the 
negligence  of  the  defendant  company's  agents  and  servants. 
There  was  a  demurrer  to  the  evidence,  and  damages  to  the 
amount  of  eighteen  hundred  dollars  were  assessed  by  the  jury 
for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  judgment  of  the  court  on  the 
demurrer  to  the  evidence.  Judgment  on  the  demurrer  was 
given  for  the  defendant,  the  court  holding  that  as  the  defend- 
ant's railroad,  at  the  time  of  the  burning,  was  operated  by 
trustees  under  a  deed  of  trust,  the  company  itself  was  not 
responsible.  This  ruling  of  the  court  is  assigned  as  error,  and 
this  is  the  only  question  in  the  case. 

It  is  proved  by  the  evidence  in  the  record,  and  admitted  by 
the  demurrer  to  the  evidence,  that  the  plaintiff's  property  (his 
fencing,  timber,  and  grass)  was  extensively  and  repeatedly, 
as  alleged  in  the  declaration,  destroyed  by  fires  caused  by  the 
negligent  operation  of  the  locomotives  running  over  the  rail- 
road of  the  defendant  company;  but  the  defense  is  set  up  by 
the  company,  and  sustained  by  the  court,  that  at  the  time  of 
the  injury  inflicted,  in  1880  and  1881,  the  railroad  property 
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of  the  defendant  company  was  in  the  poesession  of  and  being 
operated  by  the  trustees  in  a  deed  of  trust  executed  by  the 
defendant  in  June,  1866|  the  said  trustees  having  taken  pos- 
session of  the  road,  and  controlled  and  operated  it  since  De- 
cember, 1872.    No  evidence  was  offered  to  prove,  nor  was  it 
pretended,  that  the  surrender  of  the  possession  and  control 
and  operation  of  the  road  by  the  company  to  the  said  trustees 
was  in  any  way  or  form  involuntary  or  compulsory;  nor  was 
there  any  effort  or  evidence  to  prove  that  the  public  at  any 
time  had  notice,  either  actual  or  constructive,  of  such  transfer 
or  surrender.    The  proof  simply  was,  that  the  trustees,  during 
the  period  named,  had  the  possession  and  operation  of  the 
road.     The  defendant,  the  Alexandria  and  Fredericksburg 
Railway  Company,  was  chartered  by  the  general  assembly  of 
Virginia,  February  8, 1864,  and  its  charter  was  amended  by 
an  act  approved  June  4, 1870.    By  its  charter  and  by  the 
presumption  of  law  it  is  bound  to  all  its  obligations  and  duties 
to  the  public,  and  it  is  the  party  prima  facie  responsible  for 
injuries  to  persons  or  property  caused  by  its  negligence  in  the 
operation  of  its  road;  and  being,  a  priori^  so  bound  and  liable, 
it  remained  so  until  by  its  own  burden  of  evidence  every  basis 
for  the  presumption  had  been  completely  removed.    The  de- 
fendant company,  claiming  exemption  from  its  presumptive 
legal  liability  for  the  proved  and  admitted  injury  caused  by 
the  operation  of  its  road,  under  the  plea  of  a  previous  surren- 
der of  the  possession,  control,  and  operation  of  its  road  to  its 
own  selected  agents,  it  is  bound  to  show  its  legal  authority  for 
the  deed  of  trust  or  contract  by  which  it  could  shift  its  legal 
liability  and  transfer  to  its  own  trustees  the  performance  of 
duties  which  it  assumed  by  the  acceptance  of  its  charter, — 
the  performance  of  which  duties  was  the  consideration  for  the 
grant  of  its  charter;  and  having  shown  so  much,  if  it  were 
possible  in  the  case,  it  remains  for  it  further  to  show  that  the 
surrender  or  transfer  in  time,  manner,  and  circumstance  was 
Buch  as  to  exonerate  it  from  subsequent  responsibility  to  tho 
public  for  the  manner  and  consequences  of  the  discharge  of 
its  charter  duties  and  obligations. 

The  decisions  are  numerous  in  which  railroad  companies 
have  been  held  exempt  from  liability  for  injuries,  torts,  or 
breaches  of  contract  growing  out  of  the  operation  of  their 
road  in  the  hands  of  mortgage  trustees;  but  the  cases  were 
those  in  which  the  power  to  mortgage  was  conferred  by  char- 
ter, and  where  the  possession  of  the  trustees  was  adverse  to 
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the  company  and  the  lesult  of  prooeedings  in  iw9ttmm^ — caae^ 
arifling  in  thoae  states  where  special  statutes  existed  author- 
ising and  regulating  the  surrender  and  transfer  of  a  company's 
road  and  franchises  to  trostees  for  the  benefit  of  creditors.  In 
an  elaborate  note  by  the  editor  of  the  American 
{Coe  Y.  ColumbuB  R.  R.  Co.,  75  Am.  Dec.  548),  on  '': 
corporation's  power  to  transfer  its  franchises  and  property/' 
where  the  authorities  on  the  subject  are  collected  and  com- 
paredi  the  cases  of  HaU  v.  Bailroadj  21  Law  Rep.  138  (quoted 
and  relied  on  in  brief  of  counsel  for  defendant  in  error ),  and 
of  Railroad  y.  Metcalfe,  4  Met  (Ey.)  200  (also  cited  for  de- 
fendant in  error),  are  specially  zKiticed  as  conflicting  with 
other  decisions  upon  the  subject,  and  preference  is  given  to 
the  other  deckions  as  expressing  the  correct  yiew  of  the  law. 
In  the  case  of  Coe  y.  Railroad  Co,,  10  Ohio  St.  875,  75  Am. 
Dec.  518  (also  quoted  by  the  defendant  in  error),  the  court 
held  that  the  company  could  mortgage  its  franchise  to  take 
toll  and  to  maintain  tibe  railway,  because  of  distinct  legisla- 
tiye  authority  so  to  mortgage  the  franchise. 

The  quesUon  in  this  case  under  reyiew  is,  whether  in  this 
state,  where  there  is  no  statutory  proyision  authorizing  or 
regulating  the  transfer  and  surr^^der  of  its  road,  the  company 
defendant  can  escape  liability  for  a  proved  injury  by  showing 
a  previous  voluntary  surrender  to  UMurtgage  trustees,  and  in- 
definitely substitute  those  trustees  for  the  company  in  the 
exercise  of  their  corporate  rights  and  franchises,  and  the  dis- 
charge of  their  charter  obligations  to  the  public,  so  as  to 
exonerate  the  company  from  liability  for  injuries  inflicted  in 
the  operation  of  the  road  upon  the  persons  or  property  of  the 
public.  To  affirm  this  question  would  be  to  place  the  public 
at  the  mercy  of  collusive  arrangements  by  which  the  ends  of 
justice  would  all  be  defeated,  and  would  conflict  with  every 
principle  and  analogy  of  the  law  of  Virginia. 

A  railroad  company  in  Virginia  is  a  qwiei  public  corpora- 
tion, which,  whatever  it  may  do,  cannot,  by  its  own  voluntary 
contract  or  collusion,  surrender  its  functions  and  responsibili- 
ties to  agents  or  trustees  of  its  own  selection,  living,  it  may  be 
(and  as  in  this  case  is  the  fact,  by  the  record),  outside  the 
limits  of  the  state,  beyond  the  reach  of  its  tribunals  and  its 
process,  with  no  one  in  the  state  to  respond  to  the  demands 
for  the  wrongs  and  injuries  done  to  its  citizens,  howsoeyer 
grievous  or  heinous  they  might  be:  See  1  Wood  on  Railway 
Law,  sec.  6^  pp.  9, 10;  2  Id.,  sec.  845,  p.  1392;  Thomae  v.  Rail- 
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road  Co.,  101  XT.  S.  71;  1  Borer  on  Bailioadtf,  238;  Pierce  on 
Baiboads,  496^  and  note.  The  franchises  and  powers  of  snch 
a  eosipany  are  in  large  measure  designed  to  be  executed  for 
the  public  good,  and  this  exeicise  of  them  is  the  considera- 
tion for  granting  them.  A  contract  by  which  the  company 
raiders  itself  incapable  of  performing  its  duties  to  the  public, 
or  attempts  to  absolve  itself  from  its  obligations,  without  the 
consent  of  the  state,  violates  its  charter,  and  is  forbidden  by 
public  policy:  Thomas  y.  Sailroad  Co.y  supra.  '^  Such  corpo- 
rations are  created  ....  to  answer  the  public  good,  .  •  •  • 
and  cannot,  therefore,  by  mere  common-law  authority,  divest 
themselves  by  direct  act  of  their  capacity  to  discharge  the 
duties  to  the  pablie  which  devolve  upon  them;  and  as  a  se- 
quence thereto,  cannot  do  that  which  may  indirectly  lead  to 
Uie  same  thing;  as,  for  instance,  make  a  mortgage,  which,  by 
f<»eclosure  aiid  sale,  may  end  in  bringing  about  the  inhibited 
result":  1  Rorer  on  Railroads,  238. 

In  Pierce  cm  Railroads,  496,  it  is  said:  "  The  company  can- 
not, according  to  the  current  of  the  decisions,  without  special 
authority  of  statute,  alienate  its  franchise  or  property  acquired 
under  the  right  of  eminent  domain  or  essential  to  the  perform- 
ance of  its  duty  to  the  public,  whether  by  sale,  mortgage,  or 
lease." 

In  RaUrwid  Co.  v.  Brown^  17  Wall.  450,  the  supreme  court 
says:  *^  It  is  the  accepted  doctrine  in  this  country  that  a  rail- 
road corporation  cannot  escape  the  performance  of  any  duty 
or  obligation  imposed  by  its  charter  or  the  general  laws  of  the 
Btate,  by  a  voluntary  surrender  of  its  road  into  the  hands  of 
lessees."  A  voluntary  surrender  to  trustees,  under  a  mort- 
gage for  which  there  is  no  legislative  authority,  cannot  have  a 
different  operation. 

In  Rail^road  Co.  v.  WvaanSy  17  How.  89,  it  is  said:  "The  cor- 
poration cannot  absolve  itself  from  the  performance  of  its  obli- 
gations without  the  consent  of  the  legislature." 

The  supreme  court  of  Massachusetts,  in  Richardson  v.  Sib* 
ley,  11  Allen,  65,  say:  "A  corporation,  created  for  the  very 
purpose  of  constructing,  owning,  and  managing  a  railroad  for 
the  accommodation  and  benefit  of  the  public,  cannot,  without 
distinct  l^slative  auth<Mrity,  make  any  alienation,  absolute  or 
conditional,  either  of  the  general  franchise  to  be  a  corporation, 
or  of  the  subordinate  franchise  to  manage  and  carry  on  its 
corpwate  business,  'which,'  says  the  learned  editor  of  the 
American  Decisions  in  one  of  its  recent  volumes  (76  Am.  Dec« 
549),  'in  our  opinion,  expresses  the  correct  view.'" 
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The  Bapieme  court  of  New  Hampshire,  ia  Pierce  v.  faiary, 
82  N.  H.  484,  eay:  '^  They  may  sell  or  mortgage  their  personal 
property,  bat  they  cannot  sell  or  mortgage  with  it  the  right  to 
manage  and  control  the  road,  nor  any  corporate  right  or 
franchise/' 

The  supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  in  one  of  its  veiy 
latest  decisions  {Pewneylvania  Co.  y.  St.  Xoitu,  Alton  etc.  R,  R^ 
118  U.  S.  809),  says:  ''  We  think  it  may  be  stoted  as  the  just 
result  of  these  cases,  and  on  sound  principle,  that  unless  spe- 
cially authorised  by  its  charter,  or  aided  by  some  other  1^;ib- 
lative  action,  a  railroad  company  cannot,  by  lease  or  any  other 
contract,  turn  oyer  to  another  company,  for  a  long  period  of 
time,  its  road,  and  all  its  appurtenances,  the  use  of  its  fraa- 
chise,  and  the  exercise  of  its  powers." 

The  same  facts  as  in  this  case — so  far  as  the  effect  of  the 
possession  of  the  road  of  the  company  and  its  operation  by 
trustees  under  a  mortgage  was  the  question — were  befiire  the 
supreme  court  of  Illinois  in  the  case  of  Grand  Tower  Manuja^' 
luring  and  Traneporiaiion  Co.  y.  UUmanj  89  HI.  244,  and  it 
was  held  that  where  a  railroad  is  in  the  hands  of  trustees,  ex- 
ercising the  same  functions  the  corporation  was  formed  to  ex- 
ercise, and  injury  ensues,  a  person  may  sue  the  cotporation 
and  recoyer  damages,  and  will  not  be  compelled  to  sue  the 
trustees,  though  both  were  liable  and  might  be  sued. 

In  the  case  of  Thomas  y.  BaUroad  Co.,  101  U.  S.  71,  it  was 
contended  that  ''  a  corporate  body  may  (as  at  common  law) 
do  any  act  which  is  not,  either  expressly  or  impliedly,  pro- 
hibited by  its  charter,"  etc.;  but  the  court  said:  ''We  do  not 
concur  in  this  proposition.  We  take  the  general  doctrine  to 
be,  in  this  country  (though  there  may  be  exceptional  cases 
and  some  authorities  to  the  contrary),  that  the  powers  of  cor- 
porations, organized  under  legislatiye  statutes,  are  such,  and 
such  only,  as  those  statutes  confer.  Conceding  the  rule  appli- 
cable to  all  statutes,  that  what  is  fEkirly  implied  is  as  much 
granted  as  what  is  expressed,  it  remains  that  the  charter  of  a 
corporation  is  the  measure  of  its  powers,  and  that  the  enu- 
meration of  these  powers  implies  the  exclusion  of  all  others." 

No  proyision  is  found  in  the  charter  of  the  defendant  com- 
pany, or  in  the  general  railroad  law  of  Virginia,  which  will 
authorize  the  company  to  transfer  to  trustees  or  to  mortgagees, 
under  the  deed  of  trust  giyen  as  a  mere  encumbrance  and 
security,  the  right  and  legal  capacity  to  step  into  the  shoes  of 
the  company,  and  assume  and  exercise  indefinitely  the  firan- 
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chiseB,  rigbtSy  and  privileges  of  the  company,  bo  as  to  give  the 
company  exemption  and  immunity  from  responsibility  for  idl 
injuries  inflicted  by  the  operation  of  the  road  by  the  trustees. 
Whatever  may  be  the  effect  of  the  deed  of  trust  upon  the 
"  works  and  property  "  of  the  company,  as  a  security  between 
the  company  and  its  bond-holders,  it  cannot  be  set  up  by  the 
company  as  a  defense  against  liability  for  injuries  to  persons  or 
property  inflicted  by  the  negligent  operation  of  the  road.  '*A 
mortgage  by  which  a  corporation  undertakes  to  mortgage  both 
its  property  and  franchises  may  be  good  as  to  the  property, 
although  invalid  as  to  the  franchises":  3  Wood  on  Railway 
Law,  sec.  456.  But  assuming  the  validity  of  the  deed  of 
trust,  as  well  for  the  encumbrance  of  the  franchises  as  the 
works  and  property  of  the  company,  and  the  lawful  duty 
and  necessity  for  the  trustees  to  take  possession  of  both,  for  and 
until  a  sale  could  be  effected,  and  a  conveyance  made  to  the 
purchaser,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  deed  of  tru^t,  and 
the  requirements  of  the  railroad  law  of  the  state,  it  is  against 
the  public  policy  and  law  of  Virginia  that  they  may  take  pos- 
session of  the  road,  and  manage  and  control  its  operation  in- 
definitely, or,  as  in  this  case,  for  eleven  years,  and  thereby  ex- 
empt the  company  from  its  legal  and  moral  responsibilities  to 
the  public  under  its  charter. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  circuit  court  of  Prince  William 
County  erred  in  holding  the  defendant  in  this  case  to  be  ex- 
empt from  liability  for  the  injury  sustained  by  the  plaintiff; 
that  the  judgment  complained  of  must  be  reversed  and  an- 
nulled, and  that  this  court  will  enter  judgment  for  the  plaintiff 
tipon  the  verdict  rendered  by  the  jury  upon  the  facts  in  the  case. 
Judgment  affirmed. 

LUBnJTT    OF    RAUJtOAD    COBFOSATIONS   WHUJI    ROAD    IB   Iff    HaKDB  OV 

Trustbbs  ob  RiCEiyxBS.  — AU  the  aathorities  a^;;ree  that,  in  the  abeenoe  of 
Any  aljBolate  liability  created  by  statute,  a  railroad  company  whose  road,  with 
*U  its  appurtenances,  is  in  the  ezclnsiye  possession,  nse,  and  control  of  a 
receiver  who  has  power  to  employ,  control,  and  dismiss  aU  the  agents,  ser- 
^^ts,  and  employees  engaged  in  its  operation,  is  not  liable  for  injuries 
resulting  from  the  negligence  of  the  agents  and  servants  of  the  receiTer 
operating  the  road,  l^e  company,  under  such  circumstances,  has  no  power 
^  control  either  the  receiver  or  his  employees.  His  possession  is  not  that  of 
the  company,  but  is  antagonistio  thereto.  And,  to  an  action  brought  against 
^  lailroad  company  to  recover  damages  for  injuries  aUeged  to  have  resulted 
from  the  ne^genoe  of  servants  or  employees,  it  is  a  sufficient  defense  that 
At  the  time  of  the  alleged  injury  the  road  was  not  in  the  possession  of  the 
company,  but  in  the  possession  of  a  receiver,  who  had  exclusive  charge  of 
the  employment  and  direction  of  the  agents  and  servants  engaged  in  operating 
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U:  Hi^  oa  BMeiT«ra»  2d  ed.,  see.  396;  2  Roraron  Baiboed^  896;  3  Wbod*0 
Railinty  Law,  aec.  478;  25  Am.  Law  Beg.,  K.  8.,  802;  Jfempfttt  €fe:  it^  Co. 
▼.  Sirhgfeltow,  44  Ark.  822;  Ohhetc  B.B.Oxr.  Andermm,  10  10.  Appw  813; 
Okh  He.  B.  Ji,  Ckk  r.  DtmU,  28  lad.  663;  85  Am.  Deo.  477;  Bta  ▼.  Im^tamafo- 
U»  He,  R.  R,  C^»  fSZ  Ind.  67;  Tmner  t.  fTcMaa&aZ  cle.  £.  JZ.  C».,  74  Mo.  002; 
Bogvw.  if4i6di«le.J?.i?.Ca,  Sup.  CtTemL,  June,  1883;  12Am.&&ig.  R. 
R.Caa.442;  17  Cent  L.  J.  200;  16  Rep.  636;  Hidxw.  I.  SG.Hr.BryCa.,91 
Tex.  88;  Dad»  t.  DMnetM,  19  Fed.  Rep.  477.  And  the  aame  prineiple  ap- 
pliee  wliere  the  road  is  in  the  hands  of  morigige  tmsteest  £late  ▼.  CbnsoS- 
daiti  BttnpeoM  Jt  N.  A.  iTy  Cb.,  67  Mo.  479.  Wood  sayi:  "Upoyi  tho 
appointment  of  »  reoeiver,  the  fonctiona,  powers,  and  liabilities  of  tho  cor- 
poration are  suspended,  and  from  that  time  it  oeases  to  be  liable  for  any  con- 
tracts made  or  acts  done  in  the  operation  of  the  road  hj  the  receiver,  mleas 
the  statnte  otherwise  prorides,  or  the  possesriom  of  the  vecsmr  and  tbe  oor^ 
poration,  or  its  lessee^  is  joint  "x  3  Wood's  Railway  Law,  see.  478. 

WmsEB  Absoluti  Lllbilitt  n  Impobkd  uvoir  B^w.^nAi^  CoMFAVT  :'*r 
Stitutb,  as  where  the  company  is  made  by  statnte  abeolntely  liable  for  the 
kOling  of  stock  in  cases  where  its  road  is  not  secnrely  fenced,  the  fact  that 
the  road  has  passed  into  the  hands  of  a  reoeiTer  appointed  by  the  f  edenl 
coort  constitates  no  defense  to  an  action  on  soch  liability  in  the  state  ooort^ 
and  the  plaintiiF  therein  may  reoover  judgment  against  the  company  not- 
withstanding the  possession  of  the  receiver.    Li  snch  cases,  the  coiporata 
body  is  still  held  to  exists  and  since  the  law  renders  it  liaUe  the  reooiTer 
operates  the  road  snbject  to  snch  liability:  ffigh  on  ReoeiTen,  2d  ed.,  sec  897; 
Ohio  etc  a,  R,  Co.  t.  FUA,  20  Ind.  498:  JTcAuMy  t.  Ohhete,  12.  i2.  Ox,  2S 
Id.  99;  NtwAJbcmyeie.  R.  R.  Co.  r.  OaMe,  46  Id.  277;  InikmapoUieie.  R.  R, 
Co.  ▼.  Raif,  51  Id.  269;  Kanmu  Paei/URpCo.  r.  Wood,  24  Kan.  619.    The  In- 
diana statute  expressly  provided  that  an  action  in  such  case  might  be  brought 
against  the  railroad,  whether  it  was  being  run  by  the  company,  or  by  ^lessee^ 
assignee,  receiver,  or  other  person,  in  the  name  of  the  company.    And  tiua 
provision  of  the  statnte  was  held  to  be  constitational  in  the  case  of  Ifew  Al" 
han^  tte.  R.  R.  Co.  V.  CoMe^  46  Ind.  277.    And  it  was  also  held  in  that  case 
that  service  of  process  in  such  a  case  upon  the  conductor  of  a  train  passing 
through  the  county  in  which  the  animal  was  killed  was  sufficient^  although 
the  conductor  was  employed  and  controlled  by  the  receiver.    A  statute  of 
Slinoia  authorised  the  owner  or  occupier  of  land  adjoining  »  railroad,  which 
refused  to  fence  its  road,  to  build  a  fence  and  bring  an  action  against  the 
company  to  recover  twice  the  cost  of  building  it.    It  was  held  to  be  no  de- 
fense to  snch  an  action  that  the  road  was  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver.    Such  a 
statute,  the  court  said,  was  a  poUce  regulation  of  the  state,  and  it  was  not 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  any  courts  state  or  federal,  to  arrest  its  operation: 
Ohio  etc  R'y  Co.  v.  RtuaeU,  115  BL  52. 

PoasisaioN  ov  RfiGSivx&  must  bb  Exglvbivx  to  Rblievb  Coxpant  from 
liability  for  the  negligence  of  agents  and  servants  employed  in  operating  the 
road.  A  railroad  corporation  whose  road  is  run  on  the  joint  account  of  a 
receiver  of  part  of  it^  and  the  lessee  of  the  remaining  part,  is  liable  for  inju- 
ries inflicted  by  a  servant  of  the  parties  operating  it  upon  the  person  of  a 
passenger  whom  snch  servant  improperly  expelled  from  a  car,  the  company 
having  allowed  tickets  to  be  issued  in  its  own  name,  the  same  i^  before  the 
appointment  of  the  receiver,  and  it  not  appearing  that  the  passenger  knew 
that  the  corporation  was  not  itself  managing  the  road:  RaHroad  Co.  v.  J^itnsB^ 
17WaU.445. 
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Xiraov  cm  Fttvoio  Aonoir  ov  AnoDmaifT  or  Ricsiyir.  »The  ap- 
pdatawint  of  a  weeifw  and  an  order  of  the  oonrt  plaemg  a  nulroad  under 
bis  eontrol  fnroish  no  groond  for  the  continnance  of  a  suit  regularly  hronghl 
aguiiBt  the  corporation  prior  to  inch  adjndioation.  Patting  the  property  of 
the  company  into  the  hands  of  a  receiver  win  not  abate^  continue,  or  bar 
inch  pending  action:  Tokdo  etc  i?V  Co.  ▼.  Begga,  80  HL  80. 

BiCBiTXB  IS  LuBU  IN  HIS  OfUGiAL  Capacrt  for  injuries  resnlting  from 
the  negligent  operation  of  the  road  in  all  cases  where  the  company  itself 
would  be  liable  if  it  were  carrying  on  the  bosiness  in  its  own  name:  8  Wood** 
Bailway  Law,  sec.  385;  25  Am.  Law  Beg.,  K.  S.,  802;  Oho  eic  R.  R  Co.  t. 
Aaderton,  10  BL  App.  313;  Sloan  ▼.  Central  Iowa  iTy  Co.,  82  Iowa,  728;  Paig€ 
r.Smilh,  99  Mass.  395;  8mUh  v.  Eadem  R  B.  Co.,  124  Id.  154;  Klein  r. 
/aaeA;  28N.  J.  Eq.  474;  Idttkr.  Dtuenherr^,  48  K.  J.  L.  814;  60  Am.  Rep. 
446;  Meara's  Adm'r  ▼.  Holbrook,  20  Ohio  St  137;  5  Am.  Rep.  833;  Blumen- 
tkaiw.  Brainerd,  38  Yt.  402;  91  Am.  Deo.  349;  NeweU  ▼.  Smith,  49  Vt.  255; 
lyoKM  T.  Central  Vu  J?.  R.  Co.,  59  Id.  187;  MeUndy  r.  Barbour,  78  Ya.  544; 
Kamtdyw.  IndianapoSe  etc  RR.  Co.,  2  Flip.  704;  Miaeomi  Pae.  Ry  Co.  v. 
Team  Poc.  Ry  Co.,  30  Fed.  Rep.  I87i  Farlow  t.  Kdtif,  108  U.  8.  288.  And 
the  nme  mle  applies  in  cases  of  tmstees  operating  a  railroad:  Lam^phear  ▼• 
ihidbs^Aam»  33  Conn.  237;  Barter  ▼.  Wheeler,  49  N.  H.  9;  8  Am.  Rep.  434; 
BjTogut  ▼.  Smith,  29  Yt.  421;  70  Am.  Dec.  424;  Mereey  Doeke  t.  Qihbe,  11 
E  L  Cks.  888.  In  the  case  of  Barter  ▼.  Wheeler,  8  Am.  Rep.  468^  Bellows, 
C.  J.,  delrrering  the  opinion  of  the  courts  said:  "  The  tmstees  are  in  posses* 
Bon  and  have  the  le^^  title,  they  appear  to  the  public  as  the  proprietors, 
ind  th^  alone  receive  and  control  the  income  of  the  railroad,  out  of  which 
indwimity  for  losses  is  to  be  had.  Such  being  the  case,  we  think  they  ought 
to  be  held  liable;  otherwise  there  would,  in  most  instsnoes,  be  substantially 
no  remedy  for  the  loss  of  goods."  But  the  receirer,  or  trustee,  is  not  per* 
KnuJly  liable  for  injuries  resultmg  from  the  negligence  of  the  agents  and 
nrvants  employed  by  him  in  operating  the  road  in  his  hands:  8  Wood's 
lUilway  Law,  sec  385;  Cardot  t.  Barney,  63  N.  T.  281;  20  Am.  Rep.  533. 
In  Camp  ▼.  Barney,  6  Thomp.  ft  0.  622,  4  Hun,  373,  howerer,  it  was  held 
that  where  a  judgment  was  rendered  for  each  an  injury  against  the  receiver 
psnonally,  the  record  might  be  so  amended  as  to  make  the  judgment  one 
■gsinst  the  receiver  as  such.  And  the  earnings  of  a  railroad  in  the  hands  of 
a  receiver  are  chargeable  with  the  amount  of  any  damages  recovered  againsi 
kirn  ia  such  snits:  MobOU  etc  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Davia,  62  Miss.  271;  Cowdery  v. 
^ohetton  etc  R.  R.  Co.,  93  U.  8.  352.  An  action  may  be  maintained  against 
s  receiver  of  a  railroad  for  a  tort  committed  by  the  company  prior  to  hie  ap« 
pointment,  and  if  a  judgment  be  recovered  against  him  as  receiver,  it  may 
beiatisfied  out  of  assets  in  his  hands:  Combe  v.  Smith,  78  Ma  32;  Harding 
V.  Nettleton,  86  Id.  658.  But  in  Tennessee  it  is  held  that  the  receiver  of  a 
delinq;aent  railroad,  appointed  by  the  governor  of  the  state,  under  a  statute 
of  Uiat  state,  is  a  public  agent,  and  as  such  is  not  liable  for  the  wrongs  or 
negligence  of  his  employees,  but  only  for  his  own  wrongful  acts  or  delin« 
9>«aeifis:  Hopkine  v.  Connel,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  323;  Erwin  v.  Davenport,  9  Heisk. 
41  In  Georgia  there  is  a  statute  in  force  which  renders  a  railroad  company 
liaUe  for  negligence  of  the  co^^mployees  of  the  party  injured.  But  it  is  held 
that  sn  employee  of  a  receiver  of  a  railroad  is  not  to  be  treated  as  an  em- 
ployee of  a  railroad  company,  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  reap  the  benefit  of  this 
■^^te,  which  oflSBrs  nothing  to  any  but  the  latter  class  of  employees:  Hen* 
^^wa  V.  WaOber,  65  Ga.  481.  The  receiver  or  assignee  of  a  raUroad  com« 
psnj,  appointed  in  involuntary  bankruptcy  prooeedings,  is  not  the  agent  of 
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the  octtpomtioD,  so  m  to  ronder  it  liable  for  injuries  canaed  by  bia  negligeno* 
while  opentiiig  the  road:  Memr.  Btffah  etc  R.  R.Co.^  (SB  V.Y.  61;  17  Am. 
Rep.  SOI. 

Whrheb  Lbjltm  to  Bom  BacBnnft  u   KBonaAST.— The  qaimAaan 
whether  or  not  it  ia  necaaaaiy  to  obtain  leaTo  of  the  court  whieh  appointed 
the  reoeiyer  before  bringing  anit  against  him,  ia  one  npon  which  the  antlioai* 
tiea  are  divided.    In  the  caae  of  Bartom  t.  Barhcmr,  3  McAr.  212,  36  Am. 
Rep.  104,  the  plaintiff  brought  an  action  in  the  District  of  Cdnmbia  to  re- 
cover damagea  for  personal  injuriea  against  the  defendant^  who  had  been  ap- 
pointed, in  Virginia,  reoeiver  of  a  railroad  in  that  atate.     The  defendant 
pleaded  that  no  leaye  to  sne  had  been  obtained  Irom  the  court  that  appointed 
the  reoelTer.    To  thia  plea  the  plaintiff  demurred,  and  judgment  was  ren- 
dered for  the  defendant  upon  the  demurrer.   An  appeal  was  taken  to  the  sn- 
preme  court  of  the  United  Statsa,  which  affirmed  the  dedsion  of  the  aupremo 
court  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  Mr.  Justice  Miller  dissenting:  Bcarion  t. 
Barbomr,  104  U.  8.  126.    Thia  dedsion  haa  been  approTed  in  Melendy  ▼.  Bar* 
&wr,  78  Va.  544»  and  in  Keen  ▼.  BrechenMge^  96  Ind.  69.    The  dostrine  that 
leave  of  the  court  that  appointed  the  receiver  must  be  obtained  is  also  held 
by  the  following  authorities:  De  Orqfemried  y.  Brtmtwiek  A  A.  R,  R.  Cix,  67 
Oa.  22;  Jwdan  y.  WdU^  8  Woods,  627;  KUm  y.  JeweU,  26  N.  J.  £q.  474; 
Pdt0  y.  JewM^  82  Id.  802;  Beach  on  Receiyers,  sec.  652.     In  Pal^  y. 
/ewett,  siipra,  it  was  said  that  permission  could  not  be  refused  unless  the 
claim  preferred  be  manifestly  unfounded  and  vexatious.    But  in  Jordan  y. 
WdUf  mtpra^  it  was  held  that  a  court  by  which  a  receiver  has  been  appointed 
ought  not  to  allow  the  receiver  to  be  sued,  unlsss  the  petition  for  leave  atatea 
a  prdmafade  cause  of  action  against  him.   In  Littk  v.  Dumtiberryt  46  K.  J.  K 
614,  60  Am.  Rep.  445,  it  waa  said  that  if  want  of  leave  is  not  aet  up  as  a  de- 
fense, it  will  be  presumed  that  the  plaintiff  had  leave.    Subsequent  to  the 
decision  in  BarUm  v.  Borftowr,  tuprOf  Congress  passed  the  following  act: 
*'  That  every  receiver  or  manager  of  any  property,  appointed  by  any  court  of 
the  United  States,  may  be  sued  in  respect  of  any  act  or  transaction  of  his  in 
carrying  on  the  business  connected  with  such  property  without  the  previous 
leave  of  the  court  in  which  such  receiver  or  manager  was  appointed;  but 
such  suit  shall  be  aubject  to  the  general  equity  jurisdiction  of  the  court  in 
which  such  receiver  or  manager  was  appointed,  so  far  as  the  same  shall  be 
necessary  to  the  ends  of  justice  ":  24  U.  S.  Stats,  at  Large,  554,  sec  3.    In 
the  following  cases  it  has  been  decided  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  first  obtain 
leave  of  the  court  by  which  the  receiver  waa  appointed:  Kinney  v.  Crocker,  18 
Wis.  74;  AOen  v.  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  42  Iowa,  683;  Lyman  v.  Central  Ver- 
moni  R,  R.  Co,,  59  Vt.  167.    And  in  St  Joseph  etc  R.  R,  Co.  v.  SmUk,  19 
Kan.  225,  it  was  held  that  an  answer  that  the  defendant  is  a  receiver  of  a 
railroad  duly  appointed  by  another  court  raises  no  question  as  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  in  which  such  answer  is  filed,  because  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver  in  no  maoner  aflfects  the  ordinary  jurisdiction  of  other 
tribunals.     And  in  Wyatt  v.  OIUo  clc.  R,  R.  Co.,  10  111.  App.  289,  it  waa  held 
that  in  an  action  against  a  railroad  company,  the  fact  that  the  road  is  in  the 
hands  of  a  receiver  cannot  be  inqnired  into  upon  a  motion  to  dismiai  for 
want  of  jurisdiction,  although  it  may  be  urged  in  defense  of  the  action. 

TiTABniiTT  OF  Railroads  for  Torts  of  their  LBsaan:  See  the  nets  to 
Ohio  etc  R.  R.  Co,  v.  Dunbar,  71  Am.  Dec.  295,  where  this  subject  is  dis- 
cussed at  length;  see  also  International  etc  R,  R,  Co*  v.  Z>iiiiAafii,  2  Am.  8L 
Rep.  484,  note  487,  collecting  other 
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Sbtnolds  u  Cook. 

188  TntomA,  817.1 
Bnonmrr  lom  IvoosfOBXAL  HmtsDiTAiairr.  — The  gnat  ol  a  ri^t  to 
quarry  and  remove  limestone  from  lax  d  for  a  epeeiflo  porpoie  penee  aa 
inourporeal  hereditament  to  the  grant  bo.  Sach  right  is  an  interest  in  or 
ari^i  arising  oat  of  land»  and  as  sach  oonstitates  a  fonndation  for  an 
aetion  of  ejectment  onder  the  Virginia  code. 

GkABTOR  WHKN    SsiOFrXD   ST   DXED*  WITHOUT   COVXNART   OV  WaBIUBTT. 

—Where  a  deed  recites  or  affirms^  expressly  or  impliedly,  that  the 
grantor  is  seised  of  a  particular  estate  which  the  deed  purports  to  oon- 
Tsy,  and  npon  the  faith  of  which  the  bargain  was  made»  he  will  be  there- 
after estopped  to  deny  that  sach  an  estate  was  passed  to  his  yendee, 
altiiongh  the  deed  >ft«*Mna  no  eorenant  of  warranty  at  aU.  And  sach 
giantor  is  therefore  estopped  from  setting  vp  an  after-acqoired  title  to 
the  estate  thereby  eonyeyed. 

ImuifBRB  THAT  ABM  MumamB  ov  Tnu  ABM,  18  Such,  Ommman 
SviDSNOB  in  an  action  of  ejectment. 

Ii  SjioncKHT,  Plba  of  hot  Ouiltt  m  Ohlt  Plia  Ai>MTWintT.i  ur  Bab 
of  the  action,  in  whole  or  in  part;  and  a  paper  called  a  **  disclaimer,* 
bat  in  fact  a  plea  in  the  nature  of  a  special  plea  in  bar,  ahoold  therefore 
be  rejected. 

Vmnor  Gohtbabt  to  Svzdsnob  nr  ExBoniDiT. — Where  the  dedaration 
in  ejectment  chaiges  that  the  defendant  onlawfolly  withholds  posseaaion 
of  a  tract  of  land,  bat  the  evidence  ahows  that  he  asserts  no  other  right 
or  interest  in  the  had,  or  to  the  possession  thereof,  than  the  right  to 
qoany  and  remote  therefrom  limestone  for  a  spedfio  parpoee,  a  yerdict 
finding  the  defendant  not  gnilty  is  contrary  to  eyidence,  and  a  new  trial 
shoald  be  granted  on  that  groand.  The  yerdict,  in  sach  case,  shoald  be 
for  the  plainti£^  except  as  to  the  right  to  qaarry  and  remoye  limestone. 

Ejectment  by  Reynolds  against  Cook.  A  tract  of  land 
called  the  Mt.  Airy  tract  was  conveyed  by  the  former  to  the 
latter,  February  23,  1880.  On  the  same  day  a  supplemental 
agreement  was  executed  by  the  grantor  and  grantee,  which 
specified  that  the  grantor  reserved  the  right  to  harvest  and  re- 
move a  crop  of  wheat  then  growing  on  the  land,  and  declared 
fhat  "  the  said  Reynolds  also  grants  unto  the  said  Cook  the 
right  to  quarry  and  remove  all  the  limestone  (free  of  charge 
fixr  royalty)  that  may  be  required  for  furnace  and  agricultural 
purposes,  in  connection  with  the  aforesaid  Mt.  Airy  tract  of 
land,  from  the  said  Reynolds's  land  on  the  opposite  side  of  the 
river."  The  tract  thus  spoken  of  as  being  on  the  opposite  side  of 
the  river  was  not  then  owned  by  Reynolds,  though  he  declared 
to  Cook  that  he  did  then  own  it.  Reynolds  acquired  title  to  it 
by  patent  from  the  state  in  1885,  and  soon  after  brought  this  ac- 
tion to  recover  it  from  Cook.  The  latter  filed  a  disclaimer,  in 
which  he  asserted  that  he  did  not  claim  title  to  the  land,  nor 
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any  poesescdon  or  right  of  poBsessioDy  "except  tlie  right  to  en- 
ter  upon  said  land»  and  to  quarry  and  lemove,  free  of  charge 
for  royalty,  all  the  limestone  that  may  be  required  by  aaid 
defendant  {or  furnace  and  agricultural  purpoees/'  etc.,  in  con- 
nection  with  the  Mt  Airy  tract.  At  the  trial,  the  supplemental 
agreement  was  received  in  evidence  against  plaintifis'  objection, 
and  proof  was  made  that  defendant^  after  the  execution  of  that 
agreement,  had  exercised  the  right  of  entering  upon  the  land, 
and  quarrying  and  removing  stone  there&om.  Verdict  find- 
ing defendant  not  guilty.    Motion  for  new  trial  was  overruled. 


Gf.  W.  and  L.  O.  Hantbrotighf  and  H. 
plaintiff  in  error. 

Haden  and  Eaden^  and  Obuyow  and  Qkugam^  for  the  de- 
fendant in  error. 

Lbwis,  p.  By  the  supplemental  agreement  under  seal,  of 
the  twenty-third  of  February,  1880,  the  right  to  quarry  and 
remove  limestone  for  certain  specific  purposes  was  granted  by 
Beynolds  to  Cook,  which  passed  to  the  latter  an  incorporeal 
hereditament,  provided  Beynolds  was  seised  of  the  land  in 
respect  of  which  the  right  was  granted  when  the  agreement 
was  executed.  It  was  clearly  an  incorporeal  hereditament, — 
first,  because  it  was  not  a  mere  license,  as  was  the  case  in 
Barksdale  v.  HairaUm^  81  Va.  764,  and  in  other  similar  cas^ 
there  cited;  and  secondly,  because  it  was  not  the  grant  of  an 
exclusive  right:  Johnstown  Iron  Co.  v.  Camiria  Iron  Co.,  32  Pa. 
St.  241;  72  Am.  Dec.  783;  Clement  v.  Youngman,  40  Id.  341; 
Marble  Co.  v.  Ripley y  10  Wall.  339;  note  to  McClintoch  v.  Brj/- 
den,  63  Am.  Dec.  101,  and  cases  cited.  Such  a  right  has  been 
compared  to  a  grant  of  common  sans  nombrej  and  is,  therefore, 
an  interest  in,  or  a  right  arising  out  of,  land,  and  as  such  con- 
stitutes, under  our  statute,  a  foundation  for  an  action  of  eject- 
ment: Code  1873,  c.  131,  sec.  5;  3  Kent's  Com.  419;  Tyler  on 
Ejectment,  42. 

This  is  not  disputed.  The  real  controversy  relates  to  the 
effect  of  the  grant  in  another  particular.  It  ap{)ear8  from 
the  record  that  when  the  grant  was  made  Beynolds  had  no 
title  to  the  land,  and  the  first  and  principal  question  is, 
whether  he  is  estopped  from  setting  up  as  against  the  defend- 
ant the  title  subsequently  acquired.  He  contends  that  he  is 
not,  on  the  ground  that  the  grant  was  made  without  a  clause  of 
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warranty^  «id  where  there  is  no  warranty,  he  Bays,  there  is  no 
68toppeI. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  defendant  contends, — 1.  That  the 
deed  to  Mt.  Airy  and  the  supplemental  agreement  are  virta- 
ally  one  instrument,  and  therefore,  that  the  corenant  of  war« 
ranty  in  the  deed  embraces  the  mineral  right  also;  and  2. 
That  the  plaintiff  is  estopped  independently  of  the  warranty. 

Ab,  in  our  view,  the  case  may  be  disposed  of  on  the  latter 
ground,  that  alone  will  be  considered. 

The  general  rule  undoubtedly  is,  that  where  land  is  con- 
veyed without  warranty,  the  grantor  is  not  estopped  from  set- 
ting up  an  after-acquired  title.  On  the  other  hand,  a  covenant 
of  warranty  works  an  estoppel,  and  the  reason  usually  given 
is,  that  the  estoppel  prevents  circuity  of  action:  DomeS  v. 
Buchanan^B  Ei^n^  3  Leigh,  865;  Gregory  v.  Peoples^  80  Va. 
855.  But  this  is  not  the  only  ground  upon  which  an  estop- 
pel arises.  The  rule  is  well  established  that  where  the  deed 
recites  or  affirms,  expressly  or  impliedly,  that  the  grantor  is 
Beised  of  a  particular  estate  which  the  deed  purports  to  con- 
vey, and  upon  the  faith  of  which  the  bargain  was  made,  he 
will  be  thereafter  estopped  to  deny  that  such  an  estate  was 
passed  to  his  vendee,  although  the  deed  contains  no  covenant 
of  warranty  at  all.  And  the  rule  accords  with  common  honesty 
and  fjEur  dealing. 

The  leading  case  on  the  subject  in  this  country  is  Van  Bena* 
idaer  v.  Keameyy  11  How.  297,  which  was  ably  argued  and 
very  fully  considered.  In  that  case,  a  deed  was  executed  by 
a  life  tenant  oonvejring  his  interest  in  certain  lands,  which  was 
supposed  by  the  parties  at  the  time  to  be  a  fee-simple,  and  upon 
that  footing  the  bargain  proceeded.  Afterwards  the  grantor  ac- 
quired the  fee,  and  it  was  held  that  he  and  those  claiming 
under  him  were  estopped  by  his  deed  from  setting  up  such 
after-acquired  interest,  independently  of  the  covenants  in  the 
deed,  which  were  of  doubtful  import. 

In  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  Mr.  Justice  Nelson 
said:  *' Where  the  deed  bears  on  its  face  evidence  that  the 
grantor  intended  to  convey,  and  the  grantee  expected  to  be- 
come invested  with,  an  estate  of  a  particular  description  or 
quality,  and  that  the  bargain  had  proceeded  upon  that  foot- 
ing between  the  parties,  then,  although  it  may  not  contain 
any  covenants  of  title,  in  the  technical  sense  of  the  term,  still 
the  legal  operation  and  effect  of  the  instrument  will  be  as 
binding  upon  the  grantor  and  those  claiming  under  him,  in 
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respect  to  the  estate  thus  described,  as  if  a  formal  covenant 
to  that  effect  had  been  inserted,  at  least  so  far  as  to  estop 
them  from  ever  afterwards  denying  that  he  was  seised  of  the 
particular  estate  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance." 

He  then  refers  to  and  reviews  a  number  of  authorities, 
English  and  American,  on  the  subject,  and  continues  as  fol- 
lows: "The  principle  deducible  from  these  authorities  seems ) 
to  be,  that  whatever  may  be  the  form  or  nature  of  the  con-  ^ 
veyance  used  to  pass  real  property,  if  the  grantor  sets  forth ! 
on  the  face  of  the  instrument,  by  way  of  recital  or  averment,; 
that  he  is  seised  or  possessed  of  a  particular  estate  in  the 
premises,  and  which  estate  the  deed  purports  to  convey;  or, 
what  is  the  same  thing,  if  the  seisin  or  possession  of  a  par- 
ticular estate  is  aflSrmed  in  the  deed,  either  in  express  terms 
or  by  necessary  implication,  the  grantor  and  all  persons  in 
privity  with  him  shall  be  estopped  from  ever  afterwards  deny- 
ing that  he  was  so  seised  and  possessed  at  the  time  he  made 
the  conveyance.     The  estoppel  works  upon  the  estate  and 
binds  an  after-acquired  title  as  between  parties  and  privies." 
And  the  reason,  he  adds,  is,  that  such  aflSrmation  must  neces- 
sarily have  influenced  the  grantee  in  making  the  purchase, 
and  hence,  the  grantor  and  those  in  privity  with  him,  in  good 
faith  and  fair  dealing,  should  be  forever  thereafter  precluded 
from  gainsaying  it. 

"The  doctrine,"  he  also  added,  "is  founded  upon  the  high- 
est principles  of  morality,  and  recommends  itself  to  the  com- 
mon sense  and  justice  of  every  one.  And  although  it  debars 
the  truth  in  the  particular  case,  and  therefore  is  not  infre- 
quently characterized  as  odious,  and  not  to  be  favored,  still  it 
should  be  remembered  that  it  debars  it  only  in  the  case  where 
its  utterance  would  convict  the  party  of  a  previous  falsehood, 
....  and  imposes  silence  only  when  in  conscience  and 
honesty  he  should  not  be  allowed  to  speak." 

The  doctrine  of  this  case  was  reaffirmed  in  Lessee  of  Frenek 
V.  Spencer,  21  How.  228, — a  case  very  similar  to  the  case  at 
bar.  There  one  Fosglt  conveyed  by  deed  purporting  to  con- 
vey the  fee  a  certain  tract  of  land  without  warranty,  to  which 
at  the  time  he  had  not  the  legal  title.  Afterwards  a  patent 
for  the  land  issued  in  his  name  from  the  federal  government, 
whereby  he  acquired  the  legal  title;  and  after  his  death,  in  an 
action  of  ejectment  to  recover  the  land  by  one  of  his  heirs 
against  the  heirs  of  his  grantee,  to  whom  in  the  mean  time 
the  land  had  descended,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff,  claim* 
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ing  under  the  grantor,  was  estopped  by  the  deed  from  disturb^ 
ing  the  title  or  possession  of  the  defendants.  "The  estoppel/^ 
said  the  court,  "works  upon  the  estate,  and  binds  an  after-^ 
acquired  title  as  between  parties  and  privies.*'  See  also  Carver 
T.  Jackson^  4  Pet  1,  85;  Batchdder  v.  Lovely j  69  Me.  83;  Ma* 
gmder  v.  Eiioay,  35  Ohio  St  221;  Boot  y.  Crook,  7  Pa.  St  378; 
Clark  Y.  Baker,  14  Cal.  612;  76  Am.  Dec.  449;  Nixon  v.  Careo^ 
12  Miss.  414;  Bwh  r.  Person,  18  How.  82;  Bigelow  on  Estop- 
pel, 8d  ed.,  832;  2  Smith's  Lead.  Cas.,  7th  Am.  ed.,  678;  notes 
to  Dueheee  of  Kingston's  Case,  7  Bob.  Pr.  419  et  seq.  See  also 
what  is  said  by  the  court  in  Wynn  ▼.  Hannan's  Devisees,  5 
Gratt  164. 

These  principles  apply  to  the  present  case,  and  are  decisive 
of  it.  The  supplemental  agreement  of  the  23d  of  February, 
1880,  shows  that  the  right  to  quarry  limestone  on  the  land 
was  embraced  in  the  original  contract  for  the  sale  of  Mt  Airy 
fiurm  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  river.  The  consideration  ex* 
pressed  in  the  deed  to  Mt  Airy  is  twenty-six  thousand  dol- 
lars, so  that  the  grant  of  the  mineral  right  was  for  a  valuable 
consideration.  When  the  sale  was  made,  the  plaintiff  repre* 
sented  to  the  defendant  that  he  owned  the  land,  and  the  fair 
inference  from  the  record  is,  that  the  latter,  in  consequence  of 
the  rqiresentations  of  the  former,  believed  the  title  was  good, 
and  bargained  accordingly. 

The  comprehensive  language  of  the  grant,  taken  in  connec- 
tioQ  with  the  deed  to  which  it  refers,  supports  this  view.  The 
deed  conveys  the  Mt  Airy  &rm  *'to  the  said  Cook,  his  heirs 
and  assigns  forever,''  and  the  right  granted  was  to  quany 
limestone  for  furnace  and  agricultural  purposes  "in  connec- 
tion with  "  that  farm.  This  shows,  in  the  absence  of  anything 
to  the  contrary,  that  the  defendant  expected  to  become  in- 
vested with  an  estate  in  fee.  The  language  of  the  grant  is 
appropriate  to  pass  an  estate  in  fee,  and  by  implication,  at 
least,  aflSrms  that  the  plaintiff  was  seised  of  such  an  estate. 
Whether,  in  addition  to  this,  the  defendant,  on  the  foith  of 
the  grant,  has  expended  money  in  the  erection  of  a  furnace  or 
otherwise,  does  not  appear.  But  enough  does  appear  to  show 
very  clearly  that  the  attempt  of  the  plaintiff  to  set  up  the  after- 
acquired  title  is  not  consistent  with  good  faith  and  fidr  deal- 
ing. And  we  are  of  opinion  that  he  is  estopped  by  the  grant, 
construed  in  connection  with  the  deed,  from  doing  so:  CaldweU 
T.  FuUon,  81  Pa.  St  475,  489;  72  Am.  Dec.  760. 

We  are  also  of  opinion  that  the  objection  to  the  action  of 
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the  circuit  court  in  permitting  the  deed  and  the  supplemental 
agreement  to  be  given  in  evidence  to  the  jury  is  not  well  taken. 
These  instruments  are  muniments  of  the  defendant's  title,  and 
as  such  are  competent  evidence:  Lestes  of  French  v.  Speneer^ 
21  How.  228. 

There  was  error,  however,  in  overruling  the  plaintiflTis  objeo- 
tion  to  the  filing  of  the  paper  called  a  disclaimer.    Techni- 
cally, it  is  not  a  disclaimer,  but  is  in  the  nature  of  a  special 
plea  in  bar,  and  ought  therefore  to  have  been  rejected;  for  in 
an  action  of  ejectment,  the  only  plea  in  bar  of  the  action,  in 
whole  or  in  part  admissible  under  the  statute,  is  the  plea  of 
not  guilty.    The  defendant,  it  has  been  held,  may  plead  in 
abatement,  and  may  also  plead  the  general  issue;  but  matters 
in  bar  of  the  action  can  be  set  up  only  under  a  plea  of  the  lat* 
ter  kind:  Code  1873,  c.  131,  sec.  13;  James  River  and  Kanaae  Co. 
T.  Robineon^  16  Gratt  434.    It  is  not  easy,  however,  to  see 
wherein  the  plaintiff  has  been  injured  by  the  rulii^  of  the 
circuit  court  in  this  particular,  and  if  this  were  all,  the  judg- 
ment, perhaps,  might  be  affirmed  in  accordance  with  the  role 
acted  on  in  DanMle  Bank  v.  Waddm,  27  Id.  448;  Snouffer'e 
AdmW  V.  Hanehroughj  79  Va.  166,  and  in  other  similar  cases. 

But  this  is  not  alL    Anottier  objection  is  made  to  the  judg- 
ment which  is  insuperable.    The  plaintiff  moved  for  a  new 
trial  on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  was  contrary  to  the  evi- 
dence, and  this  motion  was  overruled.    It  ought  to  have  been 
granted.    The  declaration  alleges  that  the  defendant  unlaw- 
fully withholds  possession  of  the  whole  of  the  limestone  tract 
of  land,  but  the  evidence,  as  well  as  his  own  admission,  shows 
that  he  asserts  no  other  right  or  interest  in  the  land,  or  to  the 
possession  thereof,  than  the  right  to  quarry  and  remove  lime> 
stone  therefrom,  as  granted  by  the  supplemental  agreement 
of  the  23d  of  February,  1880.    It  also  shows  that,  except  as  to 
this  right,  the  verdict  ought  to  have  been  for  the  plaintiff, 
since  the  statute  provides  that  in  an  action  of  ejectment  the 
plaintiff  may  recover  any  part  or  share  of  the  premises,  though 
it  be  less  than  what  is  claimed  in  the  declaration:  Code,  c.  131, 
sec.  18.    Yet  the  verdict  in  effect  finds  that  the  plaintiff  has 
no  title  to  and  is  not  entitled  to  the  possession  of  any  part  of 
the  premises  claimed  in  the  declaration,  and  hence  the  judg* 
ment  entered  on  the  verdict,  if  permitted  to  stand,  would  here* 
after  conclude  the  plaintiff  and  his  privies  as  to  the  title  and 
right  of  possession  to  the  whole  tract;  for  the  statute,  in  express 
terms,  enacts  that  ''  any  such  judgment  in  an  action  of  eject- 
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ment  ....  shall  be  condoBiTB  as  to  the  title  or  right  of  pos- 
session established  in  such  action  upon  the  party  against  whom 
it  is  rendered,  and  against  all  persons  claiming  from,  through, 
or  under  such  party,"  saving  to  infants  and  certain  other  per- 
aons  under  disabilities  at  the  time  of  the  judgment,  five  years 
within  which  to  sue  after  such  disabilities  have  been  removed: 
Code,  c.  181,  sees.  35,  86. 

The  judgment  will  therefor  be  reversed,  and  the  ease  re- 
manded for  a  new  trial. 

FAUiiTLBBOY,  J.,  coucurred  in  reversing  the  judgment,  but 
was  further  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  estopped  by 
the  supplemental  agreement  of  23d  of  February,  1880,  from 
Betting  up  his  after-acquired  title. 

Judgment  reversed. 


NATDBa  or  BiOBT  TO  Mnra  Is  <tiimiiiwi  in  tho  noto  to  JfcOTnioct  t.  Brp^ 
ien,  63  Am.  "Doo,  101. 

QaAHTOB  zv  Bmkd^  tbovob  without  (krnaun  or  WiJUUinrT,  if  attopped 
lo  set  up  after-aoqniied  tiUa  as  sgsinst  his  gnntsei  Clark  t.  Bah&rp  76  Am. 
Dbo.  4tf^  sad  note. 
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Lano  v.  Statb« 

[M  AliABiWA.  LJ 

OuHDTij*  Law.  — BTmurai  ov  Bad  OHAftAom  cm  Dmiaiid  mm  Turn* 
BOUBmm  Ain>  VmunroB  is  not  iidmiwilila  in  Iktw  oI  tlia  neooaed  in 
oaae  of  tkomidde,  unlets  the  oondaot  of  the  deoeeeed  a*  the  time  of  tha 
killing  waa  aobh  aa  to  oreate  in  the  mind  of  the  aoenaed  a  reaaonabla 
apprehenaion  of  great  bodily  hann.  The  pnrpoae  of  snoh  evidenoe  ia  to 
ihow  the  honesty  ol  the  aoooaed'a  belief  of  imminent  periL 

Sau  —  OoHnasnura.  —  Obsdzbilitt  ov  Wmnssss  Wbd  mat  P1k>tb 
GoamBBioira^  and  the  credibility  of  the  oonfessiona  tbemaelTes^  are 
legitimate  aabjeots  of  inqniiy,  and  may  be  impeaohed  in  any  anthoriaed 
mode. 

fiAKB.  — TbOVOR   DsnorDAHT   MAT  HAVX    OOXIBBSD   OwWEtOm  OhABOSD^ 

Tsr  Ha  MAT  Sbdw  that  it  waa  not  in  fact  committed,  or  tiiat  he  waa 
not  the  goilty  agent.  Bat  eridence  tending  to  disprove  admissions  of 
inc&dental  and  collateral  facts,  though  made  by  him  at  the  aame  time^  ia 
not  admissible  to  impeach  witnesses  who  testified  thereto. 

Bamb  —  MuBOBE  Df  FntflT  Dbobbb.  —  Alabama  Statuti^  Oodb  of 
1886^  SBonov  8726^  Dbglabbs  that  "eyery  homicide  peipetrated  by 
poiaon,  lying  in  wait^  or  any  other  kind  of  willful,  delibeimte,  malioionB, 
and  premeditated  killing,"  is  murder  in  the  first  degree.  And  a  charge 
^^ning  the  highest  degree  of  murder  in  these  words:  "If  the  defend- 
ant^ in  this  county,  before  the  finding  of  this  indictment^  purpcedy 
killed  the  deceased  by  striking  him  with  a  baae-ball  bat^  after  reflection, 
with  a  wickedness  or  depravity  of  heart  toward  the  deoeaaed,  and  the 
killing  waa  determined  on  beforehand,  even  a  moment  before  the  fstal 
blow  waa  struck,  the  defendant  is  guilty  of  murder  in  the  first  degree^"—- 
*"*"*^fn^  all  the  elements  of  murder  in  the  first  degree  within  the  statu* 
tony  definition. 

Bamb — Words  "Wilutuii,  Delibbbatb,  MAucaous^  abb  Pbbmbdxtatbd^" 
Used  in  the  statutory  definition  of  murder  in  the  first  degfe^  may  all 
be  grouped  under  the  phrase  "  formed  design." 

SAMB  —  ABOUMBNTATiyB    CHABOB. — AlJTHOUOH    GkABOB    IJf    RbIBBBMCB 

TO  Rbasonablb  Doubt  mat  bb  Obbozious  to  Obhioiim  aa  beiitg 


Deo.  1887.]  Lako  v.  Statb.  325 

tiiTolTod  and  aigii]D«ntatiye»  yet*  if  it  aaaerto  oorreet  legal  propotitioiMb 
noiiher  th«  gxring  nor  the  refanl  of  it  is  an  error  whieh  wiU  work  a 
rerenal  of  jiid|^iiient. 
Flbabiho  axd  pBAonoB — GoBBicmoir  ov  RicQED.-»Iir  Quonvo  ths 
Cbabosm  tbe  court  iaaarted  the  word  *'heart"  where  "heat"  occnia 
ia  the  record,  regarding  and  treating  it  aa  a  mere  elerioal  miaiake  in 
copying  which  the  charge  itaelf  correota. 

HoMioiDK.  On  the  occasion  of  a  general  fight  among  ex- 
Gursionigts,  the  deceased,  Willie  Boyd,  was  struck  in  the  back 
of  the  head  ¥dth  a  base-ball  bat,  and  from  the  effects  of  the 
strokoi  which  fractured  the  skull,  Boyd  subsequently  died. 
The  deoeased,  at  the  time  he  was  struck  the  fatal  blow,  was 
actively  engaged  in  the  fight  himself,  and  had  previously 
knocked  down  two  men  with  a  base-ball  bat,  and  was  standing 
over  the  last  man  he  had  knocked  down,  when  some  one  came 
out  of  the  crowd  and  struck  the  deceased  the  fatal  blow.  The 
man  who  did  it  struck  a  leflrhanded  stroke,  holding  the  bat 
with  both  hands,  and  there  was  evidence  that  the  appellant 
Lang  was  right-handed.  There  was  also  evidence  tending  to 
show  that  the  deceased  had  struck  the  appellant  over  the  head 
with  a  stick  in  the  early  part  of  the  same  fight.  The  question 
of  fact  for  the  jury  was  as  to  the  identity  of  the  appellant  Lang 
as  the  man  who  struck  the  iSatal  blow.  The  state  introduced 
evidence  of  a  confession  by  the  appellant  that  he  struck  the 
blow,  assigning  as  a  cause  that  he  had  been  struck  on  the 
head  with  a  skillet  by  the  deceased  some  time  before.  The 
defendant  then  offered  to  prove  by  one  Fatten  that  Fatten  was 
the  party  who  had  struck  Lang  with  the  skillet,  but  the  court 
would  not  allow  the  testimony,  and  also  refused  to  allow  the 
defendant  to  introduce  evidence  of  the  deceased's  character  for 
turbulence  and  violence.  The  charge  given  by  the  court  defin- 
ing murder  in  the  first  degree,  and  excepted  to  by  the  defend- 
ant, appears  in  the  opinion.  Another  charge  iu  reference  to 
reasonable  doubt  was  as  follows:  ''To  prove  beyond  a  reason* 
able  doubt  that  the  defendant  is  guilty  does  not  mean  that 
the  state  must  make  the  proof  by  an  eye-witness,  or  to  a  posi- 
tive, absolute,  mathematical  certainty;  this  latter  measure  of 
proof  is  not  required  in  any  case.  If  from  all  the  evidence 
the  jury  believe  that  it  is  possible,  or  that  it  may  be,  or  per- 
haps the  defendant  is  not  guilty,  this  degree  of  uncertainty 
does  not  amoimt  to  a  reasonable  doubt,  and  does  not  entitle 
the  defendant  to  an  acquittal.  All  that  is  required  is,  that 
the  jury  should,  from  all  the  evidence,  believe,  beyond  a  rea- 
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■onable  doabt,  that  the  defendant  is  guilty;  and  if  they  bo 
believei  and  it  was  in  this  county,  and  before  the  finding  of 
this  indictment,  they  most  find  the  defendant  guilty,  although 
they  may  also  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  it  may  be  he  is 
not  guilty,  or  that  it  is  possible  he  is  not  guilty.''  Lang  was 
found  guilty  of  murder  in  the  second  degree,  and  sentenced 
accordingly. 

MeOarran  and  Lewii^  for  the  appellant 
T.  N.  ifcCleUan^  aetomay-^enerol,  eantra. 

Clopton,  J.  As  a  general  rule,  in  cases  of  homicide,  eyi* 
denoe  of  the  bad  character  of  the  deceased  for  turbulence  and 
violence  is  not  admissible,  unless  it  tends  to  qualify  or  explain 
the  conduct  of  the  deceased,  or  to  illustrate  the  motive  or  in* 
tent  of  the  accused  in  committing  the  homicide,  when  it  may 
be  said  to  constitute  a  part  of  the  re$  gwtm.  The  character  of 
the  deceased,  however  rash  and  blood-thirsty,  furnishes,  per  m, 
no  excuse  for  taking  his  life.  To  render  such  evidence  com- 
petent and  relevant,  the  conduct  of  the  deceased  must  be  of 
such  nature  that  its  tendency,  under  the  circumstances  and 
as  illustrated  by  his  character,  is  calculated  to  create  a  rea^ 
sonable  apprehension  of  great  bodily  harm.  The  purpose  of 
such  evidence  is  to  show  the  honesty  of  the  accused's  belief 
of  imminent  peril:  FnxtMin  v.  StaU^  29  Ala.  14;  PriJteheU  v. 
auu$,  22  Id.  89;  68  Am.  Dec.  250;  Surrey  v.  State,  71  Ala. 
829;  De  Arman  v.  StaU,  71  Id.  867.  The  deceased,  at  the 
time  the  fiettal  blow  was  struck,  was  making  no  demonstration 
of  violence  against  the  defendant,  spoke  no  words,  and  did  no 
act,  which  could  tend,  even  remotely,  to  produce  in  the  mind 
of  the  defendant  any  apprehension  of  harm.  Under  the  cir- 
cumstances, the  evidence  of  the  deceased's  character  for  turbu« 
lence  and  violence  was  not  admissible. 

The  credibility  of  the  witnesses,  who  may  prove  confessions, 
and  of  the  confessions  themselves,  are  legitimate  subjects  of 
inquiry,  and  may  be  impeached  in  any  authorised  mode. 
Though  the  defendant  may  have  confessed  the  crime,  he  may 
show  that  the  offense  with  which  he  is  charged  was  not  in  fact 
committed,  or  that  he  was  not  the  guilty  agent.  These  are  the 
immediate  issues  to  be  tried,  and  any  evidence  is  pertinent 
which  properly  tends  to  prove  or  disprove  them,  and  to  eluci- 
date the  main  inquiry.  But  confessions  of  the  specific  oflfonse 
are  distinguishable  from  admissions  and  declarations  of  iiioi* 
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dental  and  collateral  facts,  though  they  may  be  made  at  the 
same  time.  An  iuTestigation  of  the  truth  or  falsity  of  such 
admiseions  and  declarations  would  raise  collateral  inquiries, 
multiply  the  issues,  and  by  diverting  the  minds  of  the  jury 
from  the  main  inquiry,  confuse  their  deliberations.  Had  the 
defendant  been  allowed  to  prove,  in  order  to  show  that  his 
declaration  of  the  cause  of  his  striking  the  deceased  was 
false,  or  to  impeach  the  witnesses,  who  testified  to  such  decla- 
rations, that  some  person  other  than  the  deceased  struck  him 
with  a  skillet  on  a  previous  occasion,  it  would  have  been  com- 
petent for  the  prosecution  to  introduce  rebutting  and  contra- 
dictory evidence.  An  inquiry  as  to  the  details  of  the  previous 
difiScxilty  would  have  been  inaugurated,  and  the  main  issue 
rendered  materially  d6i)endent  upon  ascertaining  whether  the 
deceased  struck  the  defendant,  or  whether  the  defendant  had 
reason  to  believe  that  he  struck  him.  The  evidence  of  the 
witness  Patton  was  properly  excluded. 

The  court,  at  the  request  of  the  solicitor,  instructed  the 
jury:  ''If  the  defendant,  in  this  county,  before  the  finding  of 
this  indictment,  purposely  killed  the  deceased  by  striking  him 
with  a  base-ball  bat,  after  reflection,  with  a  wickedness  or  de- 
pravity of  heart  toward  the  deceased,  and  the  killing  was 
determined  on  beforehand, — even  a  moment  before  the  fatal 
blow  was  struck, — the  defendant  is  guilty  of  murder  in  the 
first  degree." 

In  quoting  the  charge,  we  have  inserted  the  word  ''  heart " 
where  ''  heat "  occurs  in  the  record,  regarding  and  treating  its 
use  as  a  mere  clerical  mistake  in  copying,  which  the  charge 
itself  corrects.  The  statute  declares,  *'  every  homicide  perpe- 
trated by  poison,  lying  in  wait,  or  any  other  kind  of  willful, 
deliberate,  malicious,  and  premeditated  killing,"  is  murder  in 
the  first  degree.  In  MiteheU  ▼.  StaUj  60  Ala.  26,  it  is  said  that 
to  come  within  the  last  clause  of  the  statutory  definition  ''  the 
act  must  be  qualified  by  each  of  the  named  adjectives," — will- 
ful, deliberate,  malicious,  and  premeditated,  —  which  ^'may 
be  grouped  under  the  very  expressive  phrase  'formed  de- 
sign.'" Purposely  killing  is  intentional,  willful;  after  reflec- 
tion is  deliberation;  with  a  wickedness  or  depravity  of  heart 
towards  the  deceased  is  the  highest  grade  of  malice;  and 
determining  on  the  killing  beforehand  is  premeditation.  The 
statute  does  not  fix  any  length  of  time  as  requisite  to  delibera- 
tion or  premeditation.  If  reflected  and  determined  on  before 
the  killing,  however  brief  may  be  the  period,  the  law  concludes 
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a  formed  design:  Commonioealth  t.  Drum,  58  Pa.  St.  9.  While, 
as  we  have  said  in  other  caseB,  it  is  much  the  better  practice 
to  use  the  statutory  words  in  defining  the  highest  degree  of 
murder,  which  cannot  be  simplified,  the  foregoing  analysis  of 
the  charge  shows  that  its  hypothesis  contains  and  sets  forth, 
though  in  difierent  phraseology,  all  the  statutory  elements  of 
murder  in  the  first  degree:  Floyd  y.  State^  82  Ala.  16. 

The  charge  in  reference  to  reasonable  doubt  asserts  correct 
legal  propositions,  as  settled  by  several  decisions  of  this  court 
It  may  be  obnoxious  to  criticism  as  being  somewhat  involved 
and  argumentative;  but  neither  giving  nor  refusing  such 
charge  will  cause  the  reversal  of  the  judgment:  JfeLeray  v. 
Slate^  77  Ala.  95. 

There  is  no  error  in  the  other  rulings  of  the  court 

Afifirmed. 


EviDENci  or  Bad  Charaotsr  ov  Dioiassd  is  orlt  AmoaBiBLi  xh  Casb 
OF  HoMiciDB  whan  the  defenda&t  olaiiiii  to  hava  oominitted  the  otime  in  aelf • 
defense:  PtopU  ▼.  ChsHmU,  97  Am.  Deo.  109;  and  note;  Eanrmm  t.  Ctrnmon- 
toeaUh,  62  Am.  Rep.  6dt 

Malub  AioaaxBouaiiT  EsmraiAL  lo  Paova  Cbjmm  c9  Miminat:  See 
PeopU  y.  Potter,  71  Am.  Deo.  763;  Sparta  y.  OommomotaUK  96  Id.  196^  uid 

notes. 
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[H  AI.ABAVA,  17.] 
GOKBTITUTlOJrAL  LaW. — It   IB   GlXABLT  WITHDr    TiSOTHLAWYB    POWKB   GW 

Stat^  bo  far  as  any  limitations  resulting  from  the  federal  constitatiaii 
are  ooneemed,  to  authorize  the  passs^  by  city  councils  of  ordinances 
which  prohibit  the  sale  of  certain  commodities,  either  generally  or  be- 
yond specified  limits,  or  within  certain  hours  of  the  day. 

Id. — MXTNICIFAL    ORDDfANCX. — It    18    CUKASLT  WITHIK    COMPSTBlTOr    OF 

OF  Qbnxbal  Assbmblt,  undeb  Ck>NsiiTUTiON  OF  ArAHAiffA,  to  delegate 
to  a  municipal  corporation  the  power  to  establish  public  markets^  and  to 
confine  the  sale  of  commodities,  which,  in  consideration  of  publio  health, 
require  police  inspection  and  supervision,  to  such  markets,  even  if  a  re- 
sult of  the  exercise  of  this  power  should  be  the  destmetion  of  an  exist* 
ing  and  long-established  business. 

Id.  —  Munioipal  Obdinances  EsouLATiira  Sales  of  CoMMODinxa,  enaoted 
under  legislative  authority,  must  be  consistent  with  general  laws^  rea- 
sonable in  their  provisions,  and  referable  to  the  performance  of  some 
recognized  governmental  function. 

Id.  —  MuNioiPAL  Ordihancx,  Likx  Statute,  mat  be  Vazjd  in  some  of  ifei 
provisions,  and  invalid  as  to  others,  and  a  party  sssailing  the  ordinanee 
because  of  the  latter  must  show  himself  to  be  affected  thereby. 


Dec.  1887.]  Bz  pabtb  Btbd.  829 

Id.— PowsB  Ozfsv  or  Orrr  Coabixe  to  **ltmnn  1 1« amp Mahaot Mab* 
Kcn  **  aathoniM  tbe  eitj  eooncil  to  adopt  crdiiiMiOM  prohibituig  th* 
nle  of  oommoditias  at  itorw,  ttaUs,  and  placet  in  tho  dty  outside  of 
the  market-hoaaea.  While  the  power  "  to  regulate  "  does  not  authorize 
prtrfubition  in  a  general  sense,  yet  it  confers  aathority  to  confine  the 
bnainaas  ref etred  to  to  oertain  hoars  of  the  day,  to  oertain  localities  or 
bnHdings  in  a  cilj,  and  to  pieaoribe  rules  for  itsproaeontion  within  those 
hours,  locslities^  and  buildings. 

AppLicATiQir  for  writ  of  habeoi  empm.  The  laotB  appear  in 
the  oionion. 

R.  H.  Faiths  for  the  petitioner. 

Braxton  Bragg j  canJtra. 

Stonx,  C.  J.  The  petitioner  was  convicted  by  the  mayor  of 
Mobile  for  a  violation  of  a  municipal  ordinance  entitled  an 
''ordinance  to  establish  and  regulate  markets.*'  Failing  to 
pay  the  fine  imposed,  he  was  committed  to  prison,  and  there- 
upon he  applied  to  the  judge  of  the  city  court  f<Nr  a  writ  of 
habeas  eofjnUj  on  the  ground  of  the  invalidity  of  said  ordinance. 
This  application  was  denied,  and  he  renews  it  here. 

The  ordinance  in  question  provides,  among  other  things,  for 
the  establishment  and  regulation  of  markets  at  several  pcnnts 
in  the  city  of  Mobile,  and  prohibits  the  sale  of  fresh  meats  at 
retail  outiside  of  these  markets,  except  by  tenants  of  the  market 
stalls,  who  are  permitted  to  hawk  about  the  streets,  after  "  8 
o'clock,  A.  II.,  of  the  day."  This  ordinance  was  in  eflfect  on  May 
1,  1888.  The  petitioner  was  then,  and  had  been  for  a  number 
of  years,  a  green-grocer  in  Mobile,  and  as  such  was  engaged  in 
the  business  of  selling  fresh  meats  from  his  store,  having  rega- 
larly,  up  to  May  2, 1888,  paid  the  municipal  license  tax  im- 
posed on  that  business;  and  having  offered  to  continue  the 
payment  of  this  tax.  It  was  admitted  that  the  meats  sold  by 
petitioner  were  sound  and  wholesome,  and  that  his  store  was 
fitted  up  for  this  business,  and  was  and  had  always  been  clean 
and  neat.  Petitioner,  on  May  1,  1888,  between  7  and  8 
o'clock,  A.  M.,  sold  meat  at  his  store  in  violation  of  this  ordi- 
nance. For  this  he  was  convicted,  and  his  conviction  was 
assailed  below,  and  its  validity  is  attacked  here  on  the  ground 
that  said  ordinance  is  void,  because, — 1.  It  is  violative  of  sec- 
tion 1,  article  14,  of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States  ;  2.  It 
is  violative  of  sections  1  and  7  of  article  1,  and  section  50  of 
article  4,  of  the  constitution  of  Alabama;  and  8.  That  its  en- 
actment was  not  authorized  by  the  charter  of  the  city  (or  port) 
of  Mobile. 
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Upon  the  oaae,  as  thus  presentedi  our  eoDcliiBiaDS  are: — 

1.  That  it  is  clearly  within  the  l^idative  power  of  the  etate, 
00  far  as  any  limitations  resulting  from  the  federal  constita- 
tion  are  conoemed,  to  authorize  the  passage  by  city  coundls 
of  ordinances  which  prohibit  the  sale  of  certain  commodities, 
either  generally  or  beyond  specified  limits,  or  within  certain 
hours  of  the  day.  Indeed,  the  recent  adjudications  of  the 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States  fully  recognise  the  doc- 
trine that  the  federal  constitution  cannot  be  succeesfully 
invoked  in  limitation  of  the  state's  absolute  control,  either 
directly  or  through  its  political  instrumentalities,  of  its  inter- 
nal  police  affairs.  Both  the  necessity  for  police  regulation,  in 
a  given  instance,  and  the  adaptation  of  a  particular  regula- 
tion to  the  specific  end  in  view,  are  matters  entirely  of  state 
cognizance  and  final  determination.  This  ordinance,  there- 
fore, as  applied  to  the  agreed  facts,  is  not  violative  of  any  pro- 
vision of  the  national  constitution:  Mugier  v.  £aiisas,  123  U.  8. 
623;  PowM  v.  Pennsylvania^  127  Id.  678. 

2.  The  delegation  to  a  municipal  corporation  of  the  power 
to  establish  public  markets,  and  to  confine  the  sale  of  com- 
modities which,  in  consideration  of  public  health,  require 
police  inspection  and  supervision  to  such  markets,  is  clearly 
within  the  competency  of  the  general  assembly,  under  the 
constitution  of  Alabama,  and  it  is  not  conceived  that  any  right 
secured  by  the  organic  law  would  be  impaired  by  the  exercise 
of  this  power,  even  if  one  of  the  results  of  its  exercise  should 
be  the  destruction  of  an  existing  and  long-established  busi- 
ness. Such  ordinances,  however,  must  not  be  inconsistent  with 
general  laws;  they  must  be  reasonable  in  their  provisions,  and 
referable  to  Uie  performance  of  some  recognized  governmental 
function. 

Deferring,  for  the  present,  the  inquiry  whether  the  charter 
of  Mobile  confers  power  on  the  city  government  to  prohibit 
the  sale  of  meats  at  any  store  or  stall  outside  of  the  market 
buildings,  the  question  arises,  Has  the  petitioner  shown  that 
he  is  affected  by  any  other  provisi(m  in  the  ordinance?  It  is 
not  shown  that  he  has  peddled,  or  desires  to  peddle,  about  the 
streets.  An  ordinance,  like  a  statute,  may  be  valid  in  some 
of  its  provisions,  and  invalid  as  to  others:  V%ne$  v.  StaU,  67 
Ala.  73;  Powell  v.  State^  69  Id.  10;  McOreary  v.  StaU^  73  Id 
480.  It  is  not  our  purpose  to  inquire  into  the  validity  of  the 
clause  which  discriminates,  in  the  matter  of  peddling  on  the 
streets,  between  tenants  of  stalls  and  those  who  are  not    If 


Dm.  1887.]  Ex  pabtb  Btbd.  381 

this  doe€  yitiate  the  ordinance  to  any  extent,  it  is  only  to  the 
extent  of  avoiding  this  exception,  or  giving  to  all  persons  the 
benefit  of  it,  and  allowing  others  as  well  as  lessees  of  stalls 
the  privilege  of  peddling  about  the  streets. 

8.  This  leaves  but  one  inquiry  for  our  consideration,  whether 
the  charter  power  to  ''regulate  and  manage  markets  "  author- 
ized the  city  council  of  Mobile  to  adopt  ordinances  prohibiting 
the  sale  of  commodities  at  stores,  stalls,  and  places  in  the  city 
outside  of  the  market-houses.  While  the  power  ''to  regulate'' 
does  not  authorize  prohibition  in  a  general  sense,  "for  the  very 
essence  of  regulation  is  the  existence  of  something  to  be  regu- 
lated," yet  the  weight  of  authority  is  to  the  effect  that  this 
power  confers  the  authority  to  confine  the  business  referred  to 
to  certain  hours  of  the  day,  to  certain  localities  or  buildings 
in  a  dty,  and  to  the  manner  of  its  prosecution  within  those 
hours,  localities,  and  buildings:  Horr  and  Bemis  on  Municipal 
Police  Ordinances,  82;  Cronin  v.  People^  82  N.  Y.  818;  87  Am. 
Rep.  664;  Livery  8uM$b  v.  8iaie^  16  Mo.  App.  181;  In  re  WiU 
ion,  82  Minn.  145. 

The  ordinance  here  brought  in  question  is  not  a  prohibi- 
tion of  petitioner's  business.  It  does  not  deny  his  right  to 
proeecute  it.  Its  only  effect  upon  that  business  is  to  confine 
it  to  the  public  markets,  to  limit  its  prosecution  to  certain 
hours  of  the  day,  and  to  prescribe  rules  for  its  conduct  in  con- 
servation of  public  health. 

The  conviction  of  the  petitioner  was  not  void,  his  imprison* 
ment  thereunder  is  legal,  and  the  writ  of  hahea»  corpus  is 
denied. 

LWDLATUXI  HAT  "DMLmJOM  TO  MWXJXJEFAL   COfirOBAHOir    POWIB    TO 

BaouLAn  Gaujvcm,  and  the  mnmcipalitj,  in  poraiiAiice  of  ineh  power,  may 
pravoit  the  nle  of  oertein  artideB  within  specified  limita:  A^  y.  Peopie,  8S 
Am.  Deo.  740;  SL  Paul  y.  CoUer,  90  Id.  278;  and  note  to  Caldwell  y.  AUon^ 
85  Id.  286-288,  in  which  the  power  to  regnlate  and  manage  marketa  ia  dia- 
eoflMd.  In  Oroidn  y.  Pecpk,  87  Am.  Rep.  S64»  it  waa  held  that  power  in  a 
city  charter  to  ^'regiilate  the  ereetion,  use,  and  oontinnance  of  daughter* 
*  jndndaa  the  power  of  total  prohibition  within  the  ei^. 
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Steineb  V.  Bay. 

OomnnmoviL  Law.  — Btatuti  RaavLAraro  Sals  ov  OomnnmAT. 

yT.i»^  if  iti  ooati<oUiqg  pnrpoM  ia  to  gnaid  tho  agrionltazBl  poblio 
againfl  tpirioiis  and  wortUav  oompoands  icMniitiinc  sold  as  fertOiaen^ 
•ad  to  famish  to  bayen  cheap  and  reliabla  means  of  proving  the  deoep* 
tiaa  and  fraud  should  saeh  be  attempted,  is  clearly  constitationaL 

Bills  axb  Kom— CovaiDXKAixoir. ->It  n  Bumaam  ObiouABca 
wiiB  ALAiuirA  Srjfnm,  CSode  of  18M^  aaetioa  141,  leqniriiig  one  nho 
sella  a  fartniaer  to  tag  each  paekage  sold,  if  the  aeUer,  at  the  laqpest  of 
the  bayer,  deliTen  tags  for  each  package  to  the  latter  on  hia  promise  to 
attach  theai;  and  ft  note  the  consideration  of  which  was  ft  oonunercial 
fartiliaer  so  sold  is  Talid, 

AcnoH  on  a  note.  This  case  involved  the  constitatioDalifj 
of  certain  etatntory  provisions,  incorporated  into  the  Alabama 
Code  of  1886.  By  these  provisions,  a  department  of  agricul- 
tare  was  created,  and  placed  under  the  management  of  an 
officer  known  as  the  commissioner  of  agricnltore.  His  duties 
were  to  encourage  the  proper  development  of  agriculture,  hor- 
ticulture, and  kindred  industries;  the  organization  of  neighbor- 
hood and  county  agricultural  associations,  and  out  of  these 
associations,  a  state  agricultural  association;  to  collect  and 
publish  statistics  of  benefit  in  developing  the  agricultural  re- 
sources of  the  state;  to  cause  to  be  investigated  the  diseases  of 
grain,  fruits,  and  other  crops;  the  remedies  for  such  diseases, 
and  the  habits  and  propagation  of  various  insects  which  are 
injurious  to  such  crops,  and  the  proper  mode  of  their  destruc- 
tion. He  was  also  required  to  investigate  many  other  matters 
of  interest  to  agriculturists  and  horticulturists  as  well  as  to 
stock-raisers.  His  duties  with  respect  to  fertilizers  were  as 
follows: — 

''  He  shall,  at  the  opening  of  each  season,  issue  and  distrib- 
ute circulars,  setting  forth  the  brands  of  fertilizers  sold  or  ex- 
changed, or  offered  for  sale  or  exchange  in  the  state,  their 
analysis  as  claimed  by  the  manufacturer  or  dealer  in  them, 
and,  BO  far  as  known,  their  agricultural  and  commercial  value. 
He  shall  issue  a  license  to  Buch  persons  as  propose  to  sell  or 
exchange  fertilizers.  He  shall  cause  tags  of  suitable  material 
to  be  prepared,  with  proper  fastenings  for  attachment  to  bags, 
barrels,  or  packages  Of  fertilizers,  and  there  shall  bo  printed 
thereon  the  word  'guaranteed,'  with  the  year  or  season  in 
which  they  are  to  be  used,  and  a  fac-simile  of  his  signature. 
He  may,  at  his  discretion,  obtain  a  sample  of  all  fertilizers 
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sold  or  exchanged^  or  offexed  fior  ealo  or  oxcbaxigey  in  tiiii  state, 
cause  them  to  be  analysed  by  tbe  state  chemist^  and  make 
publication  of  the  analysis.  He  shall  make  and  pnblish  sach 
roles  and  regnlations  as  he  may  deem  necessary  to  carry  into 
efbct  the  provisions  of  this  article  tonching  the  sale  or  ex* 
change  of  fertilisers'':  Sec.  187. 

"  Sxc.  139.  Commercial  fertilisers  must  not  be  sold  or  ex- 
changed witbont  a  license  from  the  commissioneri  anthoridng 
the  person  making  the  sale  or  exchange  to  deal  therein.  All 
Bales  or  exchanges  made  without  such  license  are  void. 

''  Sbc.  140.  Lieeme. — On  the  pajrment  of  a  fee  of  one  dol- 
lar, the  commissioner  must  issue  license  to  any  person  or  firm 
or  cotpcMBtion  or  association  of  personsi  authorizing  the  sale  or 
exchange  of  fertilisers  during  a  season,  exjnring  on  the  thir- 
tieth day  of  September  of  each  year. 

'^Sec.  141.  The  commissioner  must  furnish  the  licensee,  on 
application,  tags  to  be  attached  to  fertilisers  sold  or  exchanged, 
of  the  kind  and  description  he  is  required  by  subdivision  17 
of  section  187  to  prepare,  on  the  payment  to  him  of  fifty  cents 
for  a  number  sufficient  to  tag  a  ton  of  fertilisers.  Before  sell- 
ing or  exchanging,  or  ofTering  to  sell  or  exchange,  fertilisers, 
the  licensee  must  attach  one  of  the  tags  to  each  bag,  barrel,  or 
package  thereof;  and  a  sale  or  exchange  of  fertilizers  not  so 
tagged  is  void. 

''Sec.  142.  FertiUzen  to  be  SubmUud  to  Commierioner. — 
Before  offering  a  fertilizer  for  sale  or  exchange,  the  person  pro- 
feflsiDg  to  sell  or  exchange  must  submit  to  the  commissioner  a 
written  or  printed  statement,  setting  forth, — 1.  The  name  and 
brand  under  which  said  fertilizer  is  to  be  sold  or  exchanged, 
the  number  of  pounds  contained  in  the  bag,  barrel,  or  pack- 
age in  which  it  is  to  be  put  upon  the  market,  the  name  or 
names  of  the  manufacturers,  and  the  place  of  manufacturing; 
2.  A  statement  setting  forth  the  amount  of  the  named  ingre- 
dients which  they  are  willing  to  guarantee  such  fertilizer  to 
contain:  First,  nitrogen;  second,  water-soluble  phosphoric 
add;  third,  citrate-soluble  phosphoric  acid;  fourth,  acid-Bol- 
uble  phosphoric  acid;  fifth,  potash;  and  such  statement  shall 
be  held  to  constitute  a  guaranty  to  the  purchaser  that  every 
package  of  such  fertilizer  contains  not  less  than  the  amount 
of  each  ingredient  set  forth  in  the  statement;  and  when  such 
statement  sets  forth  the  maximum  and  the  minimum  of  any 
ingredient,  the  commercial  value  shall  be  estimated  upon  the 
minimum  alone;  but  this  shall  not  preclude  the  party  from 
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setting  fiyrth  any  other  ingredients  which  the  fertiliser  may 
contain,  which,  as  well  as  the  preceding,  shall  be  embraced  in 
the  guaranty. 

'^  Sbo.  143.  FertUi$er9^  or  ChemiedU  for  Mawitfachmngf  to 
be  Branded. — All  fertilisers,  or  chemicals  for  mann&ctniing 
or  composting  the  same,  offered  for  sale,  exchange,  or  distri- 
bution, must  have  branded  upon  or  attached  to  each  bi^,  bar- 
rel, or  package,  in  such  manner  as  the  commissioner  may  by 
regulation  establish,  the  true  analysis  of  such  fertiliser  or 
chemical  as  claimed  by  the  manufacturer,  showing  the  per- 
centage of  valuable  elements  or  ingredients  such  fertiliser  or 
chemical  contains;  and  in  eyery  case  the  brand  must  specifi- 
cally set  forth  the  percentage  contained  in  the  fertiliser  or 
chemical  of  the  several  ingredients  specified  in  section  142,  in 
the  terms  of  that  section. 

''Sec.  144.  FeHUwr^  What  Included  in  Tma.— The  term 
'  fertiliser,'  or  ^  commercial  fertiliser,'  as  used  in  this  article, 
does  not  include  common  lime,  land  plaster,  cotton-seed,  cot- 
ton-seed meal,  ashes,  or  common  salt,  not  in  combination. 

*^  Sec.  145.  Chemiet  of  Department. — The  professor  of  chem* 
istry  of  the  Agricultural  and  Mechanical  College  is  the  official 
chemist  of  the  department.  On  the  application  of  the  com- 
missioner, he  must  analyse  and  certify  the  analysis  of  all  fer- 
tilisers, samples  of  which  are  furnished  him;  and,  at  the 
request  of  the  commissioner,  if  he  can  without  conflict  with 
his  duties  as  professor,  must  attend  conventions  of  agricultu- 
ral chemists,  make  reports  of  such  matters  as  he  may  deem  oi 
interest  to  the  department,  and  render  such  other  services  in  the 
line  of  his  profession  as  the  commissioner  may  require 

"Seo.  147.  Copy  of  Official  Analyeiej  Evidence. — The  copy 
of  the  official  analysis  of  any  fertiliser  or  chemical,  under  the 
seal  of  the  department  of  agriculture,  shall  be  admissible  as 
evidence  in  any  of  the  courts  of  this  state,  on  the  trial  of  any 
issue  involving  the  merits  of  such  fertiliser  or  chemicaL" 

Richardson  and  Steiner^  for  the  appellants. 

0.  R.  Famhamj  and  StaUings  and  WUhineon^  contra. 

Stone,  C.  J.  The  consideration  of  the  note  sued  on  in  this 
case  was  a  commercial  fertilizer,  sold  by  appellants  to  appel- 
lees in  April,  1884.  The  act  "  to  establish  a  department  of 
agriculture  for  the  state  of  Alabama,"  approved  February  23, 
1883  (Sess.  Acts,  190),  determines  the  rights  of  the  parties  to 
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(hiBButt:  Code  of  1886, 0608. 129  et  seq.  The  oonstitutionality 
of  tfiat  statute  is  assailed  on  many  gronnds.  As  we  under- 
stand the  statute,  its  controlling  purpose  was  to  guard  the  ag- 
ricultural public  against  spurious  and  worthless  compounds 
Boinetimes  sold  as  fertilizers,  to  fix  on  sellers  a  statutory  guar- 
anty that  fertilizers  sold  by  them  contain  the  chemical  ingre- 
dients, and  in  the  proportions  represented,  and  to  furnish  to 
buyers  cheap  and  reliable  means  of  proving  the  deception  and 
fraud  should  such  be  attempted.  The  accomplishment  of 
these  objects  will  greatly  promote  the  prosperity  and  success 
of  agricultural  industry;  and  we  do  not  hesitate  to  declare 
that  they  are  strictly  within  the  pale  of  legitimate  police  regu- 
lation: Wharton's  American  Law,  sees.  425, 487, 490,  and  note; 
Cooley's  Constitutional  Limitation,  6th  ed.,  722,  723.  We 
think  the  statute  clearly  constitutionaL 

The  record  shows  the  following  state  of  facts:  Plaintiffs, 
Steiner  and  Sons,  were  merchants,  and,  among  other  mechan- 
dise,  sold  guano  to  their  customers.  The  defendants  applied 
to  them  for  the  purchase  of  this  fertilizeri  and  were  informed 
that  they  had  none  in  store,  but  expected  a  car-load  during 
the  day.  The  car  arrived  about  2  o'clock,  p.  m.,  and  there- 
upon the  written  contract  declared  on  was  entered  into. 
There  is  no  testimony  showing  whether  or  not  the  guano 
had  been  analyzed,  and  that  inquiry  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  raised  in  the  trial  court.  The  case  seems  to  have  gone 
off  mainly  on  the  failure  to  have  tags  attached  to  the  pack- 
ages. The  testimony  most  favorable  to  the  plaintiffs,  appel- 
hmts  here,  is  in  substance  as  follows:  When  the  car  arrived, 
it  was  soon  opened  for  the  delivery  of  its  freight,  and  defend- 
ants, being  anxious  to  leave  for  home,  loaded  a  ton  of  the  guano 
from  the  car  upon  their  wagons.  This  was  done  without  the 
direction  or  knowledge  of  the  plaintiffs  or  their  agent  The 
agent,  coming  up,  and  having  the  requisite  tags  in  his  posses- 
sion, was  proceeding  to  attach  them  to  the  packages  on  the 
wagons,  ten  in  number.  He  had  attached  them  to  two  or  three 
of  the  packages,  when,  at  the  request 'of  the  defendants,  and 
that  they  might  be  allowed  to  leave  for  home,  he  gave  them 
the  remaining  tags,  they  promising  to  attach  them,  and  allowed 
them  to  depart,  canying  with  them  the  fertilizer.  As  we  un- 
derstand this  testimony,  if  it  be  believed,  the  contract  of  sale 
was  in  progress,  and  did  not  become  completely  executed  un- 
til plaintiffs'  agent  consented  that  the  defendants  might  depart 
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with  the  goaoa    Till  tlien  the  plaintiflh  had  not  relinqiiuhed 
their  ownership  and  control  over  it 

We  have  said  that  the  poipoee  of  the  atatnte  was  to  create 
and  fiiniiah  evidence  of  a  guaranty  of  the  chemical  ingredi- 
ents of  the  fertiliser  sold.    This  the  statute  reqmiee  to  be 
done  by  attaching  tags  to  the  several  packages.    The  agent  of 
the  seller  was  proceeding  to  do  this,  when,  at  the  nigent  re-; 
quest  of  the  bnyersi  he  deliTwed  the  tags  to  them,  and  permit-  ^ 
ted  them  to  depart,  they  promising  to  attach  tiiem.    They  * 
failed  to  do  so.    We  hold  that  this  was  a  sabstantial  compli-  ■ 
ance  with  the  statute.    The  sellers  committed  no  fraud  on  the 
department  of  agrienltare,  for  they  porehaaed  and  paid  for 
the  reqnistte  tags.    They  committed  no  fraud  on  the  pur- 
chasers, for  they  furnished  'to  them  the  proper  guaranty,  and 
the  means  of  proving  it    If  the  tags  were  not  attached,  the 
fault  was  not  with  the  sellers.    To  allow  the  purchasers  to 
take  advantage  of  this  technical  omission  of  duty  would  be 
to  reward  them  for  the  violation  of  their  promise,  which  we 
are  not  inclined  to  da    Of  course,  what  we  have  said  is  based 
on  the  testimony  as  given  by  plaintiffli'  agent    If  the  jury 
foiled  to  find  the  foots  as  deposed  to  by  him,  then  the  rules 
declared  above  do  not  apply. 

This  case  is  distinguishable  from  CampbM  y.  Began^  81  Ala. 
259.  In  that  case  the  agricultural  department  foiled  to  lesl- 
ise  its  foes  for  the  tags,  and  the  purchasers  fidled  to  obtain 
the  statutory  guaranty.  The  purchasers,  as  fbrther  security, 
might  have  requested  the  sellers  to  draw  samples  from  eadi 
package  in  their  presence,  but  they  are  not  shown  to  have 
requested  it 

The  circuit  court  erred  in  the  charge  given. 

Reversed  and  remanded. 


Statb  has  Fowxa  to  Bioulaxi  or  FBomnr  Bali  oa  Mjjtviaiotubi 
tt  artielM  of  tiade,  when  neoenuy  for  tho  w«ll*beuis  or  tah^  of  ■ooielji 
See  note  on  ihie  tqpio  to  BttOer  r.  Chandmn,  1  Am.  Si.  Bep.  SM-eoa 
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Thornton  v.  Sheffibld  and  Bibminqham  B.  K  Go. 

IM  Alabama.  1091] 

OoBTEAon — CtomrfEucnoH.  —  Rom  ov  LffTEBPSBTATiotf  of  Dbus  am 
Othxr  IvgrKOHEKTa,  partly  printed  and  partly  writtaDt  i%  that  tfa* 
written  parts  are  preanmed  to  hftva  commanded  the  stricter  attentioB  of 
the  parties;  and,  in  case  of  irreoonoilable  conflict,  the  writing  will  pre* 
▼ail  aver  the  printed  matter. 

Tarn  IB  Ebbbitial  ELoairr  ov  Wsimv  Coxtraot,  whereby  one  psfaan 
hinds  himself  to  conv^  ft  right  of  way  to  certain  other  persons,  on  ooa- 
ditum  that  the  latter  shall,  wititin  four  months  from  the  date  of  tha 
eontnet,  commence  the  coostmction  of  a  railroad,  and  within  thraa 
yeara  complete  it  throogh  certain  coonties;  and  upon  failore  to  parfcna 
thsae  oonditian%  damages  are  reoofrerahle  for  the  right  of  way. 

■norm..  — Pxbsoh  d  hot  Brovpid  to  Claim  Oompidibatidh  iob  Rubf 
ov  Wat  by  perndttfaig  a  railroad  company  to  constmct  its  road  ovw  his 
Isndy  and  operate  it  withont  interference. 

bauMonxm.  — Box  in  Equxtt  Clazxiho  Comfinbaxioh  vbom  RAn.m<iAi» 
OoiiPANT  von  BiORT  of  Wat  will  be  made  efleetive  by  injunotioD,  if 
ascessazy,  nntil  the  damages  are  properly  ascertained,  or  until  tiie  com- 
pany obtains  the  right  of  way  in  legal  form. 

Bill  in  equity  praying  compengation  for  right  of  way  and 
for  an  injunction  until  oompensation  made.  The  facts  appear 
in  the  opinion. 

8imp$on  and  Jan$$^  for  the  appellant. 

tT.  B*  liooTBy  contra. 

Stoeb,  C.  J.  The  appellee,  railroad  companyi  sorveyed  ita 
nmte,  and  had  partially  congtmcted  its  road,  beginning  at  Shef- 
field, in  Colbert  County,  and  extending  eontheastward  tow* 
ards  Birmingham.  When  this  bill  was  filed,  the  road  was 
completed,  equipped,  and  in  running  order  for  a  distance  of 
forty  or  more  nules  in  Colbert  and  Franklin  counties,  running 
through  the  lands  of  the  female  complainant  after  noticed.  On 
the  eighth  day  of  October,  1881,  Mrs.  Thornton,— then  Mrs. 
Henry,  —  together  with  her  husband,  entered  into  an  agree- 
ment, partly  printed  and  partly  written,  a  proper  interpreta- 
tion of  which  is  necessary  to  a  decision  of  this  cause.  This 
agreement  was  signed  without  witnesses,  but  was,  on  the  day 
of  its  date,  acknowledged  and  certified  in  form  required  to 
convey  a  homestead,  and  also  to  convey  lands  owned  by  a 
married  woman:  Code  of  1886,  sees.  1790, 1802, 1894,  2608. 
The  instrument  was  duly  recorded  in  the  proper  ofiSce.  We 
insert  a  copy  of  the  contract,  italicizing  the  written  words  so 
as  to  distinguish  them  firom  the  printed  matter.  The  contract 
isasfoUows:  — 

An.  Sii  Bit.,  Tool  Y. — tt 


L 


S88         THamTOH  v.  SBsmm)  xrc.  R.  R.  Co.    [Almhama^ 

*'  Enow  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  whereas,  Eugene  C. 
Oordon,  of  the  state  of  IGsaisrippi,  and  his  associates^  of  the 
states  of  New  York,  Georgia,  Alabama,  Mississippi,  and  Ten- 
iwssoe,  propose  to  build  a  railroad  from  some  point  on  the 
Alabama  Great  Southern  Railroad,  or  from  some  point  on  the 
Memphis  and  Charleston  Railroad,  into  or  through  the  counties 
of  Tuscaloosa,  Walker,  Winston,  Marion,  Franklin,  Colbert, 
and  Lauderdale,  state  of  Alabama.  And  whereas,  the  build- 
ing of  said  railroad  would,  in  our  opinion,  enhance  the  value 
of  our  farming  and  timbered  lands,  and  the  productions 
thereon;  and  whereas,  the  building  and  operating  of  said 
railroad  would,  in  our  opinion,  become  a  convenience  and 
advantage  in  various  ways  to  our  property  and  our  labor,  in 
furnishing  facilities  for  transportation  and  more  rapid  com- 
munication to  and  from  the  markets  of  the  country;  now,  £ar 
and  in  consideration  of  any  or  all  of  these  benefits  and  advan- 
tages, which,  in  our  opinion,  would  accrue  to  us  from  the 
building  of  said  railroad,  should  the  said  Gordon  and  associ- 
ates, within  four  months  from  this  date,  begin  the  work  of 
surveying  or  locating  or  building  said  railroad,  and  shall, 
within  three  years  from  this  date,  so  complete  the  said  railroad 
60  as  to  have  it  in  operation  [to  the]  through  the  eountiea  above 

named  [county  lines  between and counties].    Now^ 

in  that  event,  in  consideration  of  the  said  benefits  and  advan- 
tages likely  to  accrue  to  us  and  to  our  property,  as  herein- 
before referred  to  from  the  building  of  the  proposed  railroad: 
We,  Ou8  A.  Henry  and  Ella  W.  Henry^  his  wife,  of  the  county 

of ,  state  of  Alabama,  do  hereby  agree  and  bind  ourselves, 

our  heirs,  administrators,  executors,  and  assigns,  to  make  unto 
the  said  Eugene  C.  Gordon  and  his  associates,  and  upon  the 
compliance  of  the  said  (jordon  and  associates  with  the  terms 
of  this  contract  [hereby  vest  the  said  Gordon  and  his  associ- 
ates with  good  and  sufficient  title  to  all  the  coal,  iron,  coal-oil, 
in  or  upon,  or  in  any  wise  belonging  to,  the  following  described 
lands  or  real  estate,  to  wit:]  We  give  ihe  right  for  the  eaid  railr 
road  to  enter  our  flantationy  and  go  through  the  eame  in  con- 
etructing  the  said  road^free  of  charge^  provided  it  does  not  interfere 
uith  the  buildings, 

''[And  in  addition  to  the  above-described  real  estate,  we 
hereby  bind  ourselves  and  legal  representatives  to  make  good 
and  sufficient  titles,  in  fee-simple,  to  all  the  following  do- 

acribed  lands  or  real  estate,  to  wit:  ,  together  with  the 

right  to  enter  upon  the  said  lands  to  prospect  for  said  miwAyl 
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8ubetance8,  and  to  mine  and  utilize  the  Bame  if  they  eo  desire,] 
also  we  hereby  grant  unto  the  said  Gordon  and  hia  asaodatea 
the  right  for  road  and  railroads  across  our  lands  free  of  charge, 
and  the  fiee  use  of  timber  necessary  for  railroad  or  mining 
purposes. 

''  It  is  expressly  understood  that  any  and  all  of  the  abore- 
specified  dcmations  are  to  be  made  by  the  undersigned  to  aid 
the  said  Gordon  and  his  associates  in  the  construction  of  said 
railroad,  in  consideration  of  the  benefits  and  advantages  likely 
to  accrue  to  ua  from  the  building  of  the  same.  It  is  fturther 
expressly  and  specially  understood,  that  no  such  deed  to  the 
lands  as  above  described  [or  to  the  coal,  iron,  coal-oil,  and 
other  mineral  interests  owned  by  us,  as  above  specified],  is  to 
be  made,  aa  described  in  this  instrument,  if  the  said  Grordon 
and  associates  should  fail  to  build  such  portion  of  the  road, 
and  do  the  work  as  is  required  by  the  terms  of  this  instru- 
ment; nor,  on  the  other  hand,  the  said  Gordon  and  his  asso- 
ciates diall  not  be  held  liable  for  damages  should  they  fail  to 
build  said  Tailroad. 

"The  object  of  thus  deeding,  or  thus  binding  ourselves  to 
deed  certain  lands  [and  our  coal,  iron,  coal-oil,  and  other 
mineral  interests],  on  certain  conditions,  to  the  said  Gordon 
and  his  associates,  is  hereby  expressly  declared  to  be,  to  in- 
duce the  said  Gordon  and  his  associates  to  build  the  said 
railroad, — the  consideration  to  the  undersigned  being  the 
supposed  benefits  to  accrue  to  us  from  the  increased  circula- 
tion of  money  along  the  said  railroad  line  in  building  and 
operating  the  same,  and  the  general  benefits  of  our  having 
increased  railroad  facilities,  by  which,  in  our  opinion,  we  will 
be  fully  compensated  for  the  said  aid  extended  or  to  be  ex- 
tended by  us  in  securing  the  same."  Dated,  and  signed  by 
Gus  A.  Henry  and  Ella  W.  Henry,  with  their  seals. 

In  framing  this  agreement,  a  printed  blank  was  used,  which 
contained  many  words  and  stipulations  not  germane  to  the 
contract  made,  or  intended  to  be  made.  We  inclose  in  brack- 
ets such  stipulations,  sentences,  phrases,  and  parts  of  the  same 
as  we  think  should  not  be  considered  in  the  interiHretation  of 
the  agreement  actually  made. 

It  is  a  rule  of  interpretation  of  deeds  or  other  instruments 
partly  printed  and  partly  written,  that  the  written  portions 
are  presumed  to  have  commanded  the  stricter  attention  of  the 
parties;  and  if  there  is  an  irreconcilable  conflict  between 
them,  the  writing  prevails  over  the  printed  matter:  2 
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on  Deeds,  see.  837;  Bishop  on  Contracts,  sec.  413.  This  is 
but  the  teaching  of  human  experience,  crystallised  into  law. 

We  are  satisfied  that  in  this  case  there  was  no  intention  to 
contract  for  mineral  rights,  or  for  any  easement  or  privilege 
in  connection  therewith.  The  sole  purpose  was  to  obtain  a 
right  of  way  through  the  plantation  of  the  female  complain- 
ant, free  of  charge,  and,  on  like  terms,  ''  the  free  use  of  timber 
necessary  for  railroad  purposes.^' 

The  contract  is  not  free  from  ambiguity.  It  is  earnestly 
contended  for  appellee  that  time  was  not  made  of  the  essence 
of  this  contract.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  claimed  for  appel- 
lant that  the  writing  is  only  an  agreement  to  convey,  on  con- 
ditions to  be  performed  within  a  specified  time;  and  the  time 
having  elapsed,  and  the  conditions  not  being  performed,  the 
agreement  to  convey  is  canceled.  The  contract  does  not  em- 
ploy either  of  the  words  "  grant,  bargain,  sell,  or  convey,"  or 
any  word  of  equivalent  import.  Considering  the  entire  instru- 
ment, we  hold  it  not  a  conveyance,  but  an  agreement  to  con- 
vey, on  conditions  therein  expressed:  Chapman  v.  Ola$9eUf  13 
Ala.  60.  The  conditions  most  important  to  be  noted  are  the 
following:  To  commence  the  survey  of  the  said  road  within 
four  months  of  the  date  of  the  contract, — October  8, 1881, — 
and  within  three  years  to  complete  it,  running  "into  or 
through  the  counties  of  Tuscaloosa,  Walker,  Winston,  Marion, 
Franklin,  Colbert,  and  Lauderdale,  state  of  Alabama."  The 
clause  which  binds  Henry  and  his  wife — the  latter  now  Mrs. 
Thornton — is  in  the  following  terms:  "Now,  in  that  event, 
•  •  .  •  we,  Ous  A.  Henry  and  Ella  W.  Henry,  his  wife,  do 
hereby  agree  and  bind  ourselves,  our  heirs,  administrators, 
executors,  and  assigns,  to  make  unto  the  said  Eugene  C.  Gor- 
don and  his  associates,  and  upon  the  compliance  of  the  said 
Qordon  and  his  associates  with  the  terms  of  this  contract, 
hereby  [agree  to]  vest  the  said  Qordon  and  his  associates 
with  good  and  sufficient  titles,  ....  we  give  the  right  for 
the  said  railroad  to  enter  our  plantation  and  go  through  the 
same,  in  constructing  said  road,  free  of  charge,  provided  it 
does  not  interfere  with  the  buildings."  There  are  other  pro- 
visions in  the  contract  clearly  indicating  that  it  was  not  in- 
tended as  a  conveyance,  but  only  as  an  agreement  to  convey. 
Among  them  is  the  following:  ''  It  is  further  expressly  and 
specially  understood  that  no  euch  deed  to  the  lands  as  above 
described  ....  is  to  be  made,  as  described  in  this  instru- 
ment, if  the  said  Gordon  and  associates  should  fail  to  build 
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Buch  portion  of  the  road,  and  do  the  work  as  required  hy  the 
terms  of  this  instrument  Under  the  force  of  the  clauses 
copied,  and  other  provisions  of  the  contract,  we  feel  author- 
ized to  insert  the  words  ''  agree  to,"  which  we  have  placed  be- 
tween brackets  above. 

We  hold  that,  under  the  terms  of  this  contract,  the  com- 
plainant bound  herself  to  give  and  convey  the  right  of  way 
only  in  the  event  €h>rdon  and  associates,  or  their  assigns,  per- 
formed the  stipulations  they  entered  into,  and  which  consti- 
tuted the  consideration  of  complainant's  agreement  to  convey: 
TenneBiee  eU.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Ecai  Alabama  Ry  Co.^  73  Ala.  426, 
440.  We  hold,  further,  that  the  agreement  in  this  case  makes 
time  an  essential  element  of  the  contract,  and  (Gordon  and 
associates,  having  broken  the  agreement  on  their  part,  have 
forfeited  all  right  to  claim  its  observance  on  the  part  of  com- 
plainant. 

It  is  contended  for  appellee  that  by  permitting  the  railroad 
company  to  construct  its  road  and  operate  it  without  inter- 
ference, complainant  has  estopped  herself  from  now  asserting 
her  right  to  compensation  for  the  right  of  way.  There  is  no 
principle  of  estoppel  against  this  claim,  considered  as  a  mere 
demand  for  damages  for  the  right  of  way.  If  she  were  seek- 
ing to  evict  the  corporation,  there  might  be  something  in  the 
objection.  That  is  not  the  purpose  of  this  suit.  She  claims 
only  for  the  injury  done  to  her  freehold;  and  that  claim,  un- 
der the  averments  of  the  bill,  stands  on  the  same  meritorious 
ground  as  if  the  road  had  been  built  without  prior  attempt  to 
procure  or  condemn  the  right  of  way.  Such  acquiescence,  to 
operate  a  bar,  must  be  of  sufficient  duration  to  toll  entry:  New 
Orleans  etc.  22.  R.  Co.  &  Ins.  Ase^n  v.  Jones^  68  Ala.  48;  Jones  v. 
New  Orleans  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  70  Id.  227;  Tennessee  etc.  R.  R.  Co. 
V.  East  Alabama  Ry  Co.,  73  Id.  426;  1  Wood's  Railway  Law, 
sec.  209;  PerUns  v.  Maine  Cent.  R.  R.  Co.,  72  Me.  95. 

The  course  adopted  by  the  complainant  in  this  case  is  fully 
justified  by  the  authorities,  and  the  bill  should  be  retained 
and  made  effective  by  injunction,  if  necessary,  until  the  dam- 
ages are  properly  ascertained,  or  until  the  railroad  company 
obtains  the  right  of  way  in  legal  fDrm:  Taylor  v.  C.  R.  &  St.  P. 
R.  R.  Co.,  26  Iowa,  371;  Browning  v.  Cam.  it  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  4 
N.  J.  Bq.  47;  Oilman  v.  S.  &  F.  R.  R.  Co.,  40  Wis.  653;  Rush 
V.  M.  L.  8.  &  W.  Ry  Co.,  54  Id.  136;  2  Wood's  Railway  Law, 
sec.  246. 

The  present  suit  was  instituted  in  July,  1887.    At  that 
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time,  and  sinoe  February  28, 1887,  '^  the  wife  most  eoe  alone, 
at  law,  or  in  equity,  ....  for  the  recovery  of  her  eeparato 
property,  or  for  injuries  to  euch  |»x)perty'':  Act  iq>proved 
February  28, 1887,  Sees.  Acts  1880,  sec.  7;  Code  of  1886,  sec 
2347. 

The  chancellor  erred  in  sustaining  the  eighth  ground  of 
demurrer,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  other  grounds  assigned. 
Rule  of  chancery  practice,  No.  13,  in  the  Code  of  1876,  samo 
number  in  Code  of  1886,  has  no  application  to  bills  which 
contain  no  interrogating  part,  and,  like  the  forms  of  the  com* 
plaints  given  in  the  code,  is  at  most  directory:  Code  of  1886, 
sec.  8422. 

The  decree  of  the  chancellor  is  reversed,  and  a  decree  here 
rendered  overruling  the  demurrer.  The  decree  appealed  from 
being  interlocutory,  the  cause  is  still  pending  in  the  court  be> 
low,  and  there  is  no  need  of  an  order  of  remandment. 

Reversed  and  rendered.     

Tdoi  d  hot  of  BBsnrGi  of  Ck>irrBAor  nnleti  then  m  words  dearij 
■howing  that  to  bo  the  intentum:  Toy/or  ▼.  BakMik,  73  Am.  Deo.  736. 

Pabtt  Bbskdio  to  Rioovxr  Damaoeb  m  CasiaatMjaiois  PMMSBDnros 
MAT  SAva  Jxjvwcnaa  until  the  cUnuigQeaiepeidt  LqfiMf$UBek,OiKT.Nem 
JOoiV  i?.  JiL  Ox,  74  Am.  Deo.  24Sp  end  note. 


Port  of  Mobile  v.  Louisyillb  and  Nashvillb 

Railboad  Company. 

f84  ALABAMA,  US.] 

OBAirr»  IN  m  Owh  Natdbi,  Ajeoubts  to  BxnNGUiSHiiDfT  of  Biobt  of 
Qeaxtob,  end  implies  a  contract  not  to  reiwaort  that  rights  and  tfaif 
principle  ie  applicable  to  franohiMe  lawfully  ^^ranted  by  mvnicipal  o(v« 
poratione. 

Baiuboad  CoxPAirr  — Gbant  of  Fbanchzsb  to  bt  Citt  as  Aqxht  of 
Statb.  —  A  railroad  company  was  anthoriEed  nnder  its  original  ohaiier» 
granted  by  the  legiBlature,  to  oonstraot  its  road  aoroas  or  through  any 
atreet  or  highway,  eabjeot  to  the  limitation  that  the  pnblio  nae  of  anch 
street  or  highway  shoald  not  be  nnneceasarily  impaired.  An  amend* 
ment  to  this  charter  authorized  any  incorporated  city  or  village  within 
the  state,  and  aitoated  npon  the  line  of  the  oompany'a  road,  to  grant  to 
the  company  any  righta,  privilegea,  or  franohiaea  having  raferanoe  to  the 
eonstmction  and  management  of  ita  road,  and  the  condnct  of  ita  bnai- 
neaa^  within  the  limita  of  anch  city.  Under  the  anthority  thna  conferred 
In  the  charter  of  the  company,  a  grant  to  it  by  a  city,  in  the  form  of  aa 
ocdinanoe,  of  the  right  to  constmct  a  track  with  neceaaaxy  aidingB  and 
tonft-oats  tfaroogb  a  bnaineaa  stnet  in  said  eity«  in  saoh  mauer  aa  the 
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oompany  might  deem  neoeenzy  lor  ite  Inuiiiefls  pnrpecee,  ie  an  irrevoca- 
ble fFanchiae^  protected  from  impairment  by  both  federal  and  state  con* 
atitotione,  and  anbject  to  the  limitation  only  that  the  ue  of  the  street 
by  the  public  should  not  be  mmecesaarily  or  materially  impaired. 

Idl  — PsxTn.BQS  Gbahtsd  to  Kaxlsoad  CoicPAinr  to  Lat  iib  Track 
TRRouoH  Bnmiaas  Stbxr  ov  Omr,  with  the  necessary  sida^i  and 
tnm-ont^  these  to  be  laid  in  such  nuoiner  as  the  oompaaj  night  deem 
expedient  and  necessary  for  its  bnsiness,  is  none  the  less  a  franohiss^  ia 
the  proper  sense  of  that  term,  becanse  it  was  granted,  not  directly  by 
legislatiYo  enactment,  but  by  the  eity  anthorities,  onder  the  sanction  of 
the  oempany's  charter,  itself  granted  by  the  l^gidatore.  For  this  por- 
poee  the  city  is  regarded  as  a  political  agent  for  the  stste^  and  aa  act 
done  by  the  state  throagh  its  duly  antboriaed  agent  is  aa  act  done  by 
the  state  itself. 

Idu  — Right  Grabtxd  to  Kailboad  Coxpamt  to  Lat  m  Tbaok  thbovob 
C^TT  Stbbet  NIG188ABILT  Implib  the  right  to  use  each  track  in  the 
mode  ordinarily  adopted  by  railroad  oompanies,  sabjeot  to  reasonable 
r^golation  onder  the  pdtce  power  of  the  proper  authorities.  The  right 
to  lay  side-tracks  and  turn-outs  in  like  manner  impliee  the  right  to  use 
them,  and  this  indndes  their  use  for  the  transportation  of  goods  to  and 
from  adjoining  stores  and  warehouses. 

OOBVORAXIOIIIB.  —  GRASISBS    OF    CoaPaEAn01»    ABB   TO    9M    OomwwBD 

BtBWtLT  against  the  ootpoBatora»  and  what  is  not  unequiTocaUy  granted 
in  dear  terms,  or  necessarily  implied,  must  be  taken  to  be  withheld. 

Isi  —  pRAcnGAL  CoNSTBUonozr  OF  Gbaht  Bstablibhed  bt  Ybabs  of 
Uhifobm  Uaaob^  acquiesced  in  by  the  public,  and  not  denied  by  those 
adTBiady  interested,  is  the  strongest  oridenoe  that  the  grant  has  been 
rij^tly  iaterpreted. 

Idu  — CiTT  Obbikahob  saydco  fob  TtB  Obfioub  Pubposb  the  destmotion 
of  an  irrevocable  franduse  bdonging  to  a  railroad  company,  no  question 
of  police  power,  abatement  of  nuisance^  or  regulation  of  aa  admitted 
right  being  iaYolyed  in  the  case,  is  yoid. 

Jjuvncnona,  — Coubt  of  Eqijitt  has  JusisDionoH  to  Bnjodi  Bbfobob* 
MBBT  OF  Cut  Oiu>iiiang%  having  for  its  purpose  the  destruction  of  the 
franchise  of  a  railroad  company,  in  which  the  publio  has  an  interest, 
where  the  injury  to  the  company  will  be  irreparable;  and  the  company 
ia  not  required  to  establish  its  right  at  law  before  invoking  the  aid  of 
equity,  its  right  being  dear  and  free  from  doubts  the  validity  of  the 
franchise  dep«idiag  upon  the  construction  of  a  grant  from  the  dty,  an* 
thorijsed  by  the  company's  charter. 

In. — Ck>t7BT  OF  Equitt  will  not  Iktbbfbbb  to  Evjoni  Mbeb  Tbispass 
of  ordinary  diaracter,  either  upon  the  person  or  property.  But  where 
a  trespass,  or  a  series  of  trespasses,  operate  in  effect  to  destroy  or  seri* 
oosly  impair  the  exercise  of  a  franchiM,  a  court  of  equity  will  not 
hesitate  to  interpoee  to  prevent  the  apprehended  injury  by  the  aid  of 
injunction. 

IiK — Odobt  of  ESqnnrr  will  hot  Rbfctsb  to  Lvtbrfsbb  bt  Ibjuvctiob 
to  restrain  a  dty  from  unlawfully  attempting,  by  aa  ordinance,  to 
dsstny  the  valuable  franchise  of  a  railroad  oempany  merdy  because  tha 
ordinance  is  of  a  quati  crinunal  character. 


Bill  in  eqmty  for  an  iDJiuicti<m.    The  fiMrti  appear  in  the 
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R.  H,  Clarke^  for  the  appellant. 

Qaylwd  B.  Clark  and  F.  B.  Clark,  Jr^  cofUra. 

SoMBBViLLB,  J*  The  present  bill  is  filed  by  the  Looisvillo 
and  Nashville  Railroad  Company  against  the  Port  of  Mobile 
to  enjoin  the  enforcement  of  an  ordinance  of  that  municipal- 
ity, which  declared  it  unlawful  for  any  person  or  corporation 
to  load  or  unload  cars  in  the  public  streets  of  the  city,  under 
a  penalty  of  not  less  than  twenty-five  dollars  for  each  and 
every  violation  of  the  provision.  The  ordinance  excepts  cot- 
ton, coal,  and  ice  in  certain  localities,  but  this  ezoeption  baa 
no  material  bearing  on  the  present  controversy. 

The  bill  claims  for  the  complainant  a  vested  franchise  to 
exercise  the  right  of  loading  and  unloading  fineight  along  the 
line  of  its  track  constructed  through  Commerce  Street  in  said 
city,  and  that  the  enforcement  of  the  ordinance  in  the  man- 
ner which  has  been  threatened  by  the  municipal  authorities 
will  operate  as  a  total  destruction  of  this  valuable  firanchisei 
which  the  company  had  been  peaceably  exercising  for  about 
eighteen  years.  It  is  averred  that  the  ordinance  in  contro- 
versy is  the  exercise  of  unauthorized  municipal  power,  and  is 
therefore  void;  and  that  the  defendant  corporation,  the  Port 
of  Mobile,  is  insolvent,  and  the  public  officers  and  others  who 
have  undertaken  to  enforce  the  ordinance,  by  the  threatened 
arrest  of  the  complainants'  employees,  are  pecuniarily  irre- 
sponsible, and  facts  are  stated  fix>m  which  it  is  made  clear 
that  the  injury  which  will  be  suffered  by  the  complainant  in 
the  abrogation  of  this  right,  and  the  consequent  paralysis  of 
its  business,  will  be  irreparable,  and  cannot  be  recompensed 
by  suits  for  damages  at  law. 

We  first  inquire  as  to  the  origin  and  nature  of  the  right  or 
privilege  claimed  by  the  complainant;  second,  whether  the 
ordinance  in  question  operates  as  an  illegal  interference  with 
it;  and  third,  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity  to  in- 
terfere by  the  aid  of  injunctive  relief. 

1.  The  basis  of  the  alleged  right  in  the  complainant  is,  a 
grant  by  the  city  of  Mobile,  in  the  form  of  an  ordinance, 
passed  in  September,  1869,  for  the  particular  purpose,  as  the 
bill  alleges,  of  enabling  the  railroad  to  reach  the  stores  and 
warehouses  situated  on  Commerce  Street, — this  grant  being 
made  under  the  authority  of  the  charter  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany, created  by  legislative  enactment  The  complainant,  as 
the  owner  of  the  charter  of  the  New  Orleans,  Mobile,  and 
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Chattanooga  Railroad  Companj,  is  ehown  to  be  entitled  to  all 
the  rights  vested  in  that  corporation.    The  charter  of  the  lat- 
ter company,  enacted  in  November,  1866,  expressly  anthorised 
the  construction  of  its  road  across  or  through  any  street  or 
highway,  the  only  limitation  upon  the  right  being  that  the 
nsefolness  and  convenience  of  such  street  or  highway  to  the 
public  ehonld  not  be  unnecessarily  or  materially  impaired: 
Acts  1866-67,  pp.  &-15,  sec.  18.    An  amendment  to  this  char- 
ter, approved  February  12, 1867,  contained  the  following  pro- 
vision: "That  the  said  company  is  hereby  authorised  and 
empowered  to  obtain,  by  grant  or  otherwise,  from  any  incor- 
porated city  or  village  within  the  state  that  may  be  situated 
upon  or  at  the  intersection  or  termini  of  any  of  its  railroads, 
any  rights,  privileges,  or  franchises  that  any  of  said  corpo- 
rated  cities  or  villages  may  choose  to  grant  in  reference  to  the 
construction,  maintenance,  and  management  of  the  railroad  of 
said  company,  its  depots,  cars,  locomotives,  and  its  business 
within  the  limits  of  such  incorporated  city  or  village,  as  here- 
inbefore named,  is  hereby  authorized  and  empowered  to  grant 
to  said  company  any  such  rights,  privileges,  and  franchises  as 
it  may  deem  proper  and  advisable;  and  such  privileges  and 
franchises,  when  granted  to  and  accepted  by  said  company 
from  any  such  incorporated  city  or  village,  shall  be  deemed 
and  taken  as  rights,  privileges,  and  franchises  vested  and  con- 
finned  in  said  company,  and  not  liable  thereafter  to  be  revoked, 
changed,  injured,  or  impaired,  except  with  the  consent  of  said 
company":  Acts  1866-67,  p.  400,  sec.  5. 

That  the  legislature,  under  the  general  police  power  inher- 
ent in  the  state,  had  the  constitutional  power  to  authorise  the 
city  of  Mobile  to  grant  the  right  to  construct  a  railroad  track, 
upon  which  steam-engines  are  operated,  across  and  through 
the  streets  of  that  city,  must  be  conceded.  And  after  such 
permission,  it  would  lie  in  the  mouth  of  no  one  to  complain 
that  the  changed  use  of  the  street  would  per  m  be  a  nuisance: 
Perry  v.  New  Orleans^  Mobile^  and  Chattanooga  R,  R.  Co.^  65 
Ala.  413;  28  Am.  Rep.  740. 

Under  the  authority  thus  conferred  in  the  charter  of  the 
company,  the  dty  of  Mobile,  on  September  7, 1869,  passed  an 
ordinance  by  which  it  ''granted"  to  the  railroad  the  right  of 
way  through  certain  streets,  including  ''  also  the  right  to  lay  a 
single  track,  with  the  necessary  sidings  and  turn-outs,  from 
the  northern  boundary  of  its  depot,  ....  through  Commerce 
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Street^  .  •  •  •  in  «Qch  manner  as  laid  company  may  deem  ex- 
pedient and  neoeesary  for  its  bnaineea  and  intereata/' 

Upon  the  faith  of  this  grant  the  track  of  the  road  was  oon- 
structed  through  Commerce  Street,  with  the  neceeeary  aidings 
and  tum-outSy  for  the  purpose  of  loading  and  unloading  freight 
and  merchandise  into  and  from  the  varioua  storea  and  ware- 
houses located  upon  said  street;  and  has  been  ever  since  con- 
tinuously  used  for  this  purpose  from  day  to  day,  without  com- 
plaint or  objection  from  any  source,  for  a  period  of  seventeen 
or  eighteen  years,  until  the  attempted  revocation  of  the  ordi- 
nance in  December,  1886. 

The  privilege  thus  granted  is  obviously  a  franchise  of  the 
most  valuable  kind,  being  one  of  the  most  common  examples 
of  such  a  grant  or  privilege:  Davi$  v.  Ifaycrr,  14  N.  Y.  506;  67 
Am.  Dec.  186, 193.  It  is  certainly  a  "right,  privilege,  or  fran- 
chise" within  the  meaning  of  the  company's  charter,  having 
reference,  as  it  does,  to  the  construction  and  management  of 
the  railroad,  and  the  conduct  of  its  business  of  transportation 
within  the  limits  of  the  city  of  Mobile.  Such  a  special  privi- 
lege conferred  directly  by  legislative  enactment,  or  in  a  mode 
provided  for  by  such  enactment,  becomes  a  contract  between 
the  state  and  the  corporators,  and  as  such,  has  always  been 
protected  from  impairment  by  legislative  action  by  virtue  of 
both  the  federal  and  state  constitutions,  each  of  which  pro- 
hibits the  passage  of  any  law  by  which  the  obligation  of  exist- 
ing contracts  is  impaired  or  lessened:  Ciiy  of 'Burlington  v. 
Burlington  Street  Ry  Co.^  49  Iowa,  144;  81  Am.  Rep.  145. 
"A  grant  in  its  own  nature,"  observes  Chief  Justice  Marshall 
in  Fletcher  v.  Peel,  6  Cranch,  87, 187,  "amounts  to  an  extin- 
guishment of  the  right  of  the  grantor,  and  implies  a  contract 
not  to  reassert  that  right," — a  principle  which  has  been  held 
in  this  state  to  be  applicable  to  franchises  lawfrilly  granted  by 
municipal  corporations:  Stein  v.  Mayor  etc.  of  Mobile^  49  Ala. 
362;  20  Am.  Bep.  283.  The  charter  itself  declares,  moreover, 
that  when  once  granted,  in  the  mode  provided  for,  such  privi- 
lege should  become  a  vested  and  irrevocable  right,  not  liable 
to  be  revoked  or  impaired  in  any  manner:  Acts  .1866-67,  p. 
400,  sec.  5.  It  was  not  until  the  present  constitution  of  1875 — 
now  in  force  in  this  state — went  into  operation  that  irrevocable 
grants  of  special  privileges  of  this  nature  were  piohibited: 
Birmingham  Street  Ry  Caeeej  79  Ala.  469. 

2.  The  privilege  in  question  is  none  the  less  a  franchise,  in 
the  proper  sense  of  that  term,  because  it  was  granted,  not 
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directly  by  legislative  enactment,  but  by  the  municipal  au- 
thorities of  Mobile  under  the  sanction  of  the  charter,  which  is 
itself  a  legislative  enactment  The  grant  by  the  city  without 
such  sanction  would  be  unauthorised  by  law  and  void.  It  is 
therefore  referable  to  the  charter,  and  may  be  considered  as  a 
grant  by  the  legislature  on  the  condition  precedent  that  the 
corporate  authorities  of  Mobile  should  assent  to  it,  that  munici* 
pality  being  regarded  as  a  political  agent  for  the  state  for  this 
purpose,  as  it  is  for  other  governmental  and  police  purposes. 
A  case  strongly  analogous  may  be  found  in  the  grant  of  a 
license  by  the  court  of  county  commissionerB,  under  the  au- 
thority of  the  statute,  to  establish  a  toU*bridge,  or  a  ferry, 
which  have  been  held  by  this  court  to  be  privileges  in  the 
nature  of  legislative  franchises,  granted  directly  by  the  state, 
and  subject  in  general  to  be  governed  by  the  same  principles: 
Harrell  v.  ElUworO^,  17  Ala.  576;  Gates  v.  McDamd,  2  Stew. 
211;  19  Am.  Dec.  49;  Mayor  v.  Sodgen,  10  Ala.  87,  49;  Bir- 
mngham  Street  IPy  Cosm,  79  Id.  465.  This  principle  seems  to 
us  to  be  based  on  sound  and  practical  reason,  and  is  essen- 
tially just  in  its  results.  It  is  a  mere  logical  sequence  of  the 
commiNi  adage,  Quifaeit  per  oUtim,  feteit  per  ee*  An  act  done 
by  the  state  through  its  duly  authorised  agent  is  an  act  done 
by  the  state  itself. 

3.  The  chancellor  decided  that  the  grant  made  by  the  city 
to  the  appeUee  conferred,  by  necessary  implication,  not  only 
the  right  of  transit  Uirough  Commerce  Street,  but  the  right  to 
load  and  unload  at  the  adjacent  stores  and  warehouses.  In 
this  conclusion,  we  are  disposed  to  concur,  notwithstanding 
the  force  of  the  rule  that  the  charters  of  corporations  are  to  be 
construed  strictly  i^ainst  the  corporators,  and  what  is  not 
^unequivocally  granted  in  such  acts  must  be  taken  to  be  with- 
I^d.  The  power  claimed  must,  in  other  words,  be  granted  in 
clear  terms,  or  else  must  be  necessarily  implied:  Birmingham 
Street  BaUway  Caeee,  79  Ala.  472.  It  has  been  held  by  a 
lospectable'  and  learned  court  that  the  grant  to  a  railroad 
company  of  the  mere  right  of  transit  through  the  streets  of  a 
city  would  carry  as  a  necessary  incident  the  right  to  load  and 
xaload  merchandise,  provided  ample  room  was  left  to  accom- 
iDodate  public  travd  on  the  street,  and  the  time  occupied  in 
exercising  the  right  was  reasonably  short:  Matthewe  v.  Kdmy^ 
^  Me.  56;  4  Am.  Rep.  248.  The  present  case  does  not  re- 
inire  us  to  carry  the  principle  so  far.  Here  the  railroad 
"^''^y  possessed  the  naked  right  of  transit    This  had  been 
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oonferxed  and  directly  by  legislatiTe  enactment,  as  declared 
in  the  original  charter.  The  amendment  to  the  charter  would 
■eemi  therefore,  to  have  in  view  the  giving  of  some  additional 
right  or  privilege.  It  would  otherwise  have  been  useless.  The 
language  of  the  city  ordinance  bears  out  this  view.  It  not 
only  confers  the  right  to  lay  the  main  track  through  the 
street,  thus  confirming  what  the  company  already  had,  but  it 
goes  further  by  adding,  "  with  the  necessary  sidings  and  turn* 
outs,"  and  these  to  be  laid  in  such  manner  as  the  railroad  com- 
pany might  deem  "  expedient  and  necessary  for  its  business 
and  interests."  Why,  we  may  ask,  give  the  power  to  lay  these 
'^sidings  and  turn-outs"  along  the  streets,  and  within  the  com- 
pany's discretion,  if  the  right  to  use  them  was  to  be  withheld? 
The  right  to  lay  a  track  through  a  street  implies,  by  necessary 
implication,  the  right  to  use  such  track  in  the  mode  ordinarily 
adopted  by  railroad  companies,  and  subject  to  reasonable 
regulation  under  the  police  power  of  the  proper  authorities. 
The  right  to  lay  side-tracks  and  turn-outs  in  like  manner  im- 
plies the  right  to  use  them;  and  the  only  use  which  could  be 
reasonably  contemplated  by  their  construction  is  for  the 
transportation  of  goods  to  and  from  the  adjoiniog  stores  and 
warehouses.  Add  to  this  the  significant  fact  that  the  railroad 
company,  after  being  placed  in  possession  of  its  franchise, 
construed  it  to  confer  this  right,  and  exercised  it  uniformly 
without  complaint  or  interruption  for  between  seventeen  and 
eighteen  years.  A  contemporaneous  construction  of  a  law  is 
of  very  high  authority.  The  practical  exercise  of  a  right 
under  it,  acquiesced  in  by  the  public,  and  not  denied  by  those 
adversely  interested,  is  the  strongest  evidence  that  it  has  been 
rightly  interpreted.  The  practical  construction  thus  estab- 
lished by  years  of  uniform  usage  is  often  allowed  by  the 
courts,  even  in  doubtful  cases,  to  have  the  force  of  settled  law. 
A  like  rule  prevails  in  the  construction  of  contracts,  the  court 
being  always  strongly  inclined  to  interpret  every  agreement 
as  the  parties  themselves  have  done  by  practical  usage,  re- 
garding their  conduct  in  the  every-day  execution  of  its  terms 
as  an  agreed  interpretation  of  them. 

Our  conclusion  is,  that  the  railroad  company  was  possessed 
of  an  irrevocable  franchise,  conferred  by  the  dty  ordinance, 
giving  it  the  right  to  load  and  unload  freight  at  its  Sidings 
and  turn-outs  constructed  on  Commerce  Street,  subject  to  the 
limitation  only  that  the  use  of  the  street  by  the  public  should 
not  be  unnecessarily  or  materially  impaireii. 
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4.  The  ordinance  of  December,  1886,  here  sought  to  be  ea- 
joined,  is  a  manifest  attempt  to  abrogate  this  privilege  by 
declaring  its  exercise  unlawful,  and  fixing  a  penalty  to  it. 
The  announced  determination  of  the  police  authorities  to 
arrest  all  employees  of  the  road  who  seek  to  exercise  the  fran- 
chise, if  executed,  must  operate  its  utter  destruction.  The 
allegations  of  the  bill,  which  the  demurrer  admits  to  be  true, 
negative  all  facts  from  which  it  is  possible  to  suppose  that  the 
porpose  of  the  objectionable  ordinance  was  to  abate  a  nui- 
sance. There  is  no  sort  of  pretense  that  it  was  a  mere  police 
regulation.  There  is  no  complaint  on  the  subject  from  those 
most  interested  in  the  use  and  occupancy  of  the  highway.  It 
comes  from  those  who  neither  are  property  holders  nor  en- 
gaged in  business  there.  Facts,  moreover,  are  averred  from 
which  it  seems  clear  that  the  loading  and  unloading  of  cars  of 
freight  by  the  railroad  along  the  street,  so  far  from  seriously 
obstructing  travel  and  traffic  by  the  public,  greatly  facilitate 
the  convenient  use  of  the  streets  for  these  purposes  by  reliev- 
ing it  of  the  burden  of  being  constantly  crowded  with  drays 
and  other  vehicles.  The  case,  therefore,  raises  no  question  as 
to  a  resort  to  the  police  power  of  the  city  or  state  to  abate  an 
alleged  nuisance,  or  as  to  an  attempted  regulation  of  an  ad- 
mitted right.  The  purpose  of  the  defendant  corporation  is 
obviously  to  destroy  the  franchise  which  it  has  conferred;  and 
the  ordinance  under  consideration,  having  this  effect,  if  exe- 
cuted, must  be  held  to  be  void. 

5.  The  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity  to  protect  a  fran* 
cbise  of  this  kind  from  unlawful  invasion  or  disturbance  is 
dearly  settled,  and  has  been  often  recognized  by  this  court 
as  benign  and  salutary.  The  value  of  such  a  right,  or  the 
cost  of  its  unlawful  disturbance,  cannot  be  reduced  to  a  pe* 
cmiiary  measure.  When  the  purpose  is  its  utter  destruction, 
the  duty  to  protect  becomes  correspondingly  more  urgent  and 
imperative.  The  ground  of  its  exercise  is  usually  the  preven- 
ti(m  of  irreparable  injury,  or  such  as  cannot  be  adequately 
estimated  in  damages  at  law;  at  other  times,  the  avoidance 
of  a  multiplicity  of  suite,  and  again  the  abatement  of  annoy- 
ance in  the  nature  of  a  legal  nuisance.  Another  controlling 
'cason  for  interference  by  equity  in  such  cases  is,  that  the 
public  at  large  have  an  interest  in  the  protection  of  such  a 
Privilege  as  well  as  the  parties  particularly  interested:  Broad' 
«ay  Stage  Co.  v.  Amer.  Society  etc.,  15  Abb.  Pr.,  N.  S.,  51. 
^c  party  aggrieved  is  not  required  to  establish  his  right  at 
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law  before  he  is  permitted  to  invoke  the  aid  of  equity,  if  atich 
right  ie  clear  and  free  from  doubt  The  yerdict  of  a  jury  ia 
only  necessary  where  the  right  claimed  is  donbtM.  The 
right  is  here  determined  by  a  municipal  ordinance  in  the 
nature  of  both  a  grant  and  a  contract,  which  is  in  writing. 
Its  construction  is  for  the  court,  and  not  for  the  jury :  Mayor  v. 
Rodg'ers^  10  Ala.  37;  Croton  Tt^mpile  Co.  v.  Ryder y  1  Johna. 
Ch.  611;  HarreU  v.  ElUwnih,  17  Ala.  676;  Newburgh  ZVm- 
pike  Co.  y.  Miller ^  6  Johns*  Ch.  101;  9  Am.  Dec.  274;  Camrncn- 
wealth  v.  Pittsburgh  etc.  R.  R.  Co.^  24  Pa.  St.  159;  62  Am.  Dec 
S72;  Attomey-aeneral  v.  ^eiafton,  18  N.  J.  Bq.  410;  2  Dillon 
on  Municipal  Corporations,  sec.  907. 

6.  It  is  too  clear  for  argument  that  it  is  no  objection  to  the 
exercise  of  this  jurisdiction  that  the  attempted  invasion  of  the 
franchise  sought  to  be  protected  is  accompanied  by  acta  which 
are  personal  trespasses.  A  court  of  equity  will  not,  it  is  true, 
interfere  to  enjoin  a  mere  trespass  of  an  ordinary  character, 
either  upon  the  person  or  property.  The  remedies  afibrded  at 
law  are  deemed  adequate  in  cases  of  this  kind:  M<mtgomery 
etc.  R.  R.  Co.  V.  TFoItofs  14  Ala.  207.  But  the  cases  are 
numerous  in  which  the  arm  of  this  court  has  been  sncoess- 
fuUy  invoked  to  enjoin  trespasses,  which,  if  unrestrained, 
would  probably  result  in  irreparable  mischief,  or  where  such 
mischief  might  be  completely  effected  before  a  trial  at  law 
could  be  had  as  to  the  controverted  right.  Judge  Story  thus 
states  the  rule:  "If  the  trespass  be  fugitive  and  temporary, 
and  adequate  compensation  can  be  obtained  in  an  action  at 
law,  there  is  no  ground  to  justify  the  interpositiim  of  courts  of 
equity.  Formerly,  indeed,  they  were  extremely  reluctant  to 
interfere  at  all,  even  in  regard  to  repeated  trespasses.  But 
now  there  is  not  the  slightest  hesitation  if  the  acts  done  or 
threatened  to  be  done  to  the  property  would  be  ruinous  or 
irreparable,  or  would  impair  the  just  enjoyment  of  the  prop- 
erty in  future.  If,  indeed,"  he  concludes,  '*  courts  of  equity 
did  not  interfere  in  cases  of  this  sort,  there  would  be  a  great 
failure  of  justice  in  this  country":  2  Stcny's  Bq.  Jur.,  sec.  928. 
The  chancery  court  of  England  had  come  up  to  this  advanced 
view  of  the  law  as  early  as  the  days  of  Lord  Hardwicke:  Cotii- 
8on  V.  Whitej  3  Atk.  21.  And  this  view  is  now  supported  by 
an  unbroken  array  of  uniform  authorities,  speaking  with  one 
voice  on  the  subject:  Jerome  v.  iZoas,  7  Johns.  Ch.  816;  11  Am. 
Dec.  484,  note  498-507;  Lyon  v.  Hunt,  11  Ala.  295;  46  Am. 
Dec.  216;  Scudder  v.  Trenton  etc.  Co.,  23  Id.  756;  PoindesOeri. 
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inrndtfTMrn,  12  Id.  660;  Burnley  v.  Cook,  18  Tex.  686;  66  Am. 
Dec.  79;  WhUe  v.  Flannigain,  1  Md.  626;  64  Am.  Dec  668. 
The  caee  of  OAom  y.  United  Statee  Bank,  9  Wheat  788,  is  a 
&miliar  and  high  aatbority,  from  one  of  the  greatest  judges, 
for  the  position  that  where  a  trespass,  or  a  series  of  trespasses, 
operate  in  effect  to  destroy  or  serioasly  impair  the  exercise  of 
a  franchise,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  hesitate  to  interpose  to 
prevent  the  apprehended  injury  by  the  aid  of  injunction.  And 
in  Broadway  Stage  Co.  y.  Amer.  Society  etc.,  16  Abb.  Pr.,  N.  8., 
51,  it  is  expressly  held  that  an  injunction  would  lie  to  restrain 
the  persistent  commission  of  trespasses  of  a  mere  personal 
nature,  where  they  affect  a  corporate  franchise.  And  the 
same  principle  has  been  recognised  by  this  court  in  a  case 
where  it  was  sought  to  enjoin  the  enforcement  of  a  municipal 
ordinance,  the  yiolation  of  which  was  attended  with  a  penalty: 
Moeee  y.  Mayer  etc.  of  MMle,  52  Ala.  198. 

The  equity  of  the  present  bill  can  be  supported  upon  the 
ground  that  the  court  will  lend  its  aid  to  preyent  the  destruc- 
tion  or  serious  impairment  of  a  vested  franchise,  the  yalue  of 
which  cannot  be  adequately  estimated  in  damages.  The  case 
is  strengthened  by  the  further  consideration  of  preventing 
expensiye  and  vexatious  litigation  accompanied  by  a  multi- 
plicity of  suits,  and  the  ineolyency  of  the  defendants,  by 
whom  the  alleged  grieyances  are  ttireatened, — facts  which 
strongly  corroborate  the  alleged  inadequacy  of  any  legal  rem- 
edy open  to  the  complainant  in  the  courts  of  law.  The  rec- 
ords of  our  courts  present  few  cases  of  threatened  injury  so 
irreparable  in  nature,  or  for  which  a  verdict  of  damages  at 
law  would  furnish  so  inadequate  compensation:  Jerome  y. 
Bon,  7  Johns.  Ch.  316:  11  Am.  Dec.  484,  note  600-607. 

7.  The  suggestion  that  the  court,  under  the  peculiar  dr- 
cumstances  of  this  case,  must  abdicate  this  jurisdiction  he- 
cause  of  the  fact  that  it  is  dealing  with  an  ordinance  c^  a 
municipal  corporation  of  a  quaei  criminal  character,  the  yio- 
lation of  which  is  made  an  offense,  does  not  strike  us  favorably. 
The  power  to  prevent  irreparable  injury,  flowing  from  the  de- 
ficiencies and  injustice  of  the  more  technical  rules  of  the  com- 
mon  law,  may  be  said  to  be  the  very  life  of  equity  jurisdiction. 
The  court  must,  therefore,  be  jealous  of  its  preservation,  not- 
withstanding it  may  also  be  cautious  in  its  exercise.  Municipal 
corporations  can  claim  no  exemption  from  being  subjected  to 
it.    They  must  stand  in  our  courts  upon  terms  of  equality 

^th  all  other  corporations,  and  with  natural  persons.    Our 
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constitation  declares  that  "all  corporations  shall  have  the  right 
to  sae,  and  shall  be  subject  to  be  sued  in  all  courts,  in  like 
cases  as  natural  persons":  Const.  1875,  art.  14,  sec.  12.  The 
legal  effect  of  this  provision  is  to  place  municipal  corporations, 
as  nearly  as  practicable,  upon  a  basis  of  equality  in  the  en- 
forcement and  defense  of  their  rights  in  courts  of  justice  in 
this  state:  S<mih  and  North  Alabama  R.  R.  Co,  v.  Morris^  C5 
Ala.  193;  Davit  v.  Mayor,  1  Duer,  452.  And  the  rule  accord- 
ingly must  apply  with  peculiar  force  with  us,  which  is  said  by 
Mr.  Dillon  to  be  generaJly  recognized  elsewhere,  that  ''equity 
will  interfere  in  favor  of  or  against  municipal  corporations  on 
the  same  principles  by  which  it  is  guided  in  other  cases":  2 
Dillon  on  Municipal  Corporations,  sec.  908. 

It  cannot  be  tolerated  that  a  municipal  corporation,  in  view 
of  these  principles^  should  escape  the  grasp  of  a  court  of  chan- 
cery, in  a  clear  case  of  equitable  cognizance,  by  the  device  of 
adding  a  penalty  to  an  illegal  and  void  ordinance,  which  is 
designed  as  a  repudiation  of  its  own  valid  grants  or  contracts, 
especially  in  a  case  where  the  public  are  largely  concerned, 
and  a  court  of  law  can  afford  no  remedy  adequate  for  the  pre* 
vention  of  irreparable  injury  that  would  probably  result  fix>m 
the  enforcement  of  such  an  ordinance. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  case  of  Burnett  v.  Craig ,  80  Ala.  135^ 
68  Am.  Dec.  115,  which  is  in  conflict  with  the  foregoing  views, 
as  will  appear  from  the  later  case  of  Motes  v.  Mayor  etc.  oj 
Mobile,  52  Ala.  198.  The  mere  fact  that  an  act  is  criminid 
does  not  divest  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  to  prevent  it  by  in- 
junction,  if  it  be  also  a  violation  of  property  rights,  and  the 
party  aggrieved  has  no  other  adequate  remedy  for  the  preven- 
tion of  the  irreparable  injury  which  will  result  fix)m  the  fail- 
ure or  inability  of  a  court  of  law  to  redress  such  rights:  1  High 
on  Injunctions,  sec.  20;  Mayor  etc.  of  BaltifiMre  v.  Radecke,  49 
Md.  217;  83  Am.  Rep.  239;  Third  Avenue  R.  R.  Co.  v.  New 
Yorky  54  N.  Y.  159;  Mayor  etc.  of  Mobile  v.  Waringy  41  Ala. 
139;  8  Wall.  110. 

The  decree  of  the  chancellor  refusing  to  dismiss  the  bill 
for  alleged  want  of  equity,  and  refusing  to  dissolve  the  in- 
junction, is  in  harmony  with  the  foregoing  views,  and  must  be 
affirmed. 

Thrkparabt.k  Injubt  wiTHnr  Mbanxno  of  Law  of  Injunctions  is  the 
title  of  the  note  to  Dudk^  ▼.  Hursi,  1  Am.  St.  Bep.  374-379. 

In  Forehemer  A  Co,  v.  Port  qf  Mobile,  84  Ala.  126,  the  complainanta^ 
wholeiale  merchante,  doing  bnaineM  on  and  near  the  street  upon  which  the 
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nulroad  tnok  mnib  fooc^t  to  enjoin  tho  enloroomoni  of  ilM  OTAonot  dio- 
ciuMd  in  tho  principal  caM.  Bui  it  wm  held  thai  nnder  tlio  prinolplee  let- 
iled  in  the  principal  caae^  and  the  caae  of  BumeU  ▼.  CnUg,  SO  Ala.  185,  68 
Am.  Dec.  115,  the  facta  atated  in  the  complainanta'  bill  did  not  preaent  a 
caae  of  iireparable  damage  threatened  by  the  enforcement  of  the  ordinance 
■oogfat  to  be  enjoined,  and  no  qaeation  being  inyoWed  aa  to  the  protection  of 
a  franchiae,  the  bill  coold  not  be  anatained.  It  would  be  neoeesary  for  the 
eemplainanta  tofiiat  eatabliah  the  invalidity  of  the  ordinance  in  qneation  by 
the  jndgment  of  a  coort  of  law»  before  invoking  the  injunctive  aid  of  a  oonrt 
ofeqni^. 

Bnt  tho  principal  caae  ia  dted  aa  aettling  the  right  of  a  comi  of  chancery 
ttrawiiwii  jnriadiotion  of  a  caae^  the  pnrpoae  of  which  ia  to  protect  an  alleged 
cctpecato  tenchiae  from  repeated  and  embanaaaing  diatorbancea  reaolting 
from  tho  threatened  enforcement  of  a  mnnidpal  ordinance,  which  ia  aawii'tcid 
eitiiar  to  bo  Toid^  or  ebe  to  have  no  application  to  the  particaUr  caae^  in 
{%  Oommea  ▼.  LatdrnfOk  He.  E.  M,  Co.,  84  Ala.  127.  In  thia  caae,  the  rail« 
road  company  filed  a  fafll  in  eqnity  aeekbg  to  en  join  the  city  anthoritiea  from 
Interiaring  with  the  ereotian  or  enlargement  of  neeeaoary  depot  bnildingn^ 
which  the  railroad  company  waa  required  by  atatnte  to  proTide  for  the  ao* 
eoaunodation  of  the  traveling  public  The  enlargement  propoeed  waa  an 
addition  to  a  brick  depot  building,  which  addition  waa  to  be  two  atoriee  high, 
conatraeted  of  wooden  frame-work,  reating  on  brick  pillars,  and  covered  on 
the  oDtrida  with  cofTOgatad  iron.  The  dty  anthoritiea  claimed  thia  addition 
to  be  n  violntiflQ  of  the  otdinanoe  in  qneatifln,  which  prohibited  the  erection 
of  any  wooden  bnildinga  within  certain  deaignated  limita.  Bat  the  court 
held  that  the  extenaifla  or  enlargament  of  the  c<»iiplainant'a  brick  depot 
bailding  in  the  manner  deacribed  did  not  fall  within  the  prohibitiona  of  tho 
ovdinanca.  Tho  ofdinanoe^  being  penal  in  ita  natnre,  ahoold  be  atrictiy  con* 
stmed  ageinat  the  nmnidpal  anthoritiea,  and  adopting  aoch  n  conatractUm, 
the  act  of  tho  oemplainant  corporation  did  not  fall  within  the  terma  of  the 
ordinance^  and  waa  not  Tiobiive  of  ita  proniiona.  Therefore,  '*  tho  chancel- 
lor did  not  err  in  refoaing  to  diaiolye  the  injunction  granted  to  prevent  the 
threatened  enfevaemeBt  of  the  ordinance  against  the  complainant  or  ita  an- 
thomad  agenti^  who  were  conoemed  in  making  the  depot  enlargement.'* 

Oravt  op  FftABOBm  BT  MmnoxpJi.  Oqbpobaxion  Tufltw  a  CoHT&icr 
not  to  rmmaf  t  the  lif^t  to  what  waa  granted:  Stmn  ▼.  JfoUte,  20  Am.  Bop. 
283;  and  BmrBnf/iom  t.  BurUngtomS.  Ry  Co.,  31  Id.  145.  In  tho  latter  caae 
the  court  hold  that  a  municipal  corporatian  having  granted  a  railroad  com- 
pany a  franohiae  for  a  double  track  cannot  af texwarda  confine  it  to  the  use  of 
aainc^  track. 

Powm  or  Stati,  ob  or  Muvigipalitt  ab  m  Aquit,  to  AuTHOBm  Usn 
or  SiUR  sr  Rjn.noATS  »  dieenmed  in  the  note  to  WiiBamt  t.  Jf.  T.  CewL 
S.B.C<k,(n  Am.  Dec  662-fi65;  and  aee  Hmekman  ▼•  PaUnom  R  M.  Co.,  6^ 
Id.862L 

OOBIOBATBCKABXnBABB  TO  BS  CCUORBUBD  AtGUimT  THB  GBABTnai  ifo> 

•otigakela  B.  Co.  ▼.  JTnil;  84  Am.  Dec  027,  and  note 
Am.  Br.  Rbp.,  Yob  Y.— 28 
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Alabama  Gbeat  Southebn  K  R  Go.  v.  Abnold. 

Railboad  Ck>iiPAiiT.~  Although,  in  Absbvcb  of  Btituiobt  Biqcnss- 
rnrnr,  It  hat  hot  bs  Duty  of  railroad  oompany  to  erect  a  ticket-offioe 
and  depot  at  a  station  on  its  road,  yet,  having  done  so^  and  tlMreliy  in- 
vited persons  haTUoig  bnsiness  with  it  to  enter  for  its  tranaaetion,  tlie  lav 
requires  that  the  boilding  shall  be  adapted  to  the  pnrpoee,  and  that  tha 
approaches  thereto  shall  not  be  unsafe.  Bat  the  duty  of  the  company 
to  maintain  a  light  at  ita  depot  in  the  night-time  is  limited  to  the  arrival 
and  departure  of  trains,  and  for  a  sufficient  time  before  and  altar  to 
enable  persons  to  enter  cara  or  alight  therefrom,  without  undue  hasten 
■0  aa  to  aecure  aafety. 

BaILBOAD   CoHPANT  18  to   BI   RbQABDXD   A8   FbO    IBOM  BLAK]^  wheii» 

in  the  adminiatration  of  ita  affidra,  it  conforms  to  the  rulea  geoenUy 
in  uae  by  other  prudently  conducted  oompaniea,  unleaa  it  Tiolatea  or 
diuregarda  some  poaitive  requirement  of  the  law,  and  tfaafeby  inflicta 
an  injury. 

SaHAOBS.— EXIHFLABT   DaKAOBS   ABB    BbOOVKRABL^  IB    PBOPBE  GaSI^ 

ALTBOUOH  NOT  Spboullt  Claimbb,  in  the  complaint  in  an  action 
against  a  railroad  company  seeking  the  recoveiy  of  damages  for  personal 
injuriea.  But  if  the  injuriea  reaolted  from  aimple  negligenoe  only,  aa 
contradiatinguiahed  from  groaa  negligence,  exemplary  damages  cumot 
«  berecoyered. 

Plbadzbg  abd  Pbaoiiob.— If  Tbbtimont  Ebtabushbb  Tboth  of  Ma- 
TBBIAL  Atbbmbntb  zk  Plba,  ou  which  the  plaintiff  took  laane,  without 
objection,  the  defendant  ia  entitled  to  a  yerdieti  whether  the  plea  waa 
.  anfficient  or  not. 

GoBTBiBiTTOBT  Nbgliqbnob,  Qubstiob  OF,  Pbopbblt  Subhxttbd  to  the 
jury  under  the  ciroumatanoea  of  the  particolar  caae. 

Action  against  the  Alabama  Great  Southern  Baiht>ad  Com- 
pany to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  sustained  by 
the  plaintiff,  Arnold,  and  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  the 
negligence  of  the  defendant  in  failing  to  have  its  station  sup- 
plied with  a  light.    The  material  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Samuel  F.  Riee^  Wood  and  Wood,  and  Thomas  JR.  Rovlhac^  for 
the  appellant. 

Jamu  B,  Head  and  /•  /.  Altman^  eovUra, 

Stone,  G.  J.  This  case  was  before  us  at  a  former  term:  80 
Ala.  600.  The  complaint  consisted  of  two  counts,  one  the 
original,  and  the  other  an  amendment,  adding  a  second  count 
The  complaint  is  the  same  now  as  on  the  former  appeal.  On 
that  appeal  we  held  that  the  gravamen  of  each  count  was  the 
same, — the  failure  to  have  the  depot  supplied  with  a  light 
The  first  or  original  count  predicates  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  railroad,  on  the  naked  averments  that  Boligee  was  od0 
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of  its  stations  for  leoeiying  and  discharging  passengers;  that 
at  that  station  the  railroad  had  erected  a  platform,  and  there- 
on its  only  ticket-office  at  that  place;  that  plaintiff,  desiring 
to  take  passage  on  its  train,  soon  to  arrive,  had  entered  the 
oIEce  and  procured  a  ticket;  that  it  was  night-time,  yery  dark, 
and  no  light  furnished;  that  the  train  "was  about  arriving"; 
and  that  the  "plaintiff  attempted  to  descend  the  steps  of  said 
platform  for  the  purpose  of  entering  the  car,  and  in  attempt- 
ing so  to  do,  fell  and  thereby  received  severe  personal  injuries." 
The  count  then  avers  that  "  said  fall  and  injuries  were  caused 
by  the  negligence  of  defendant,  or  its  servants,  in  fSailing  to 
provide  a  light  at  said  station,  whereby  plaintiff  would  have 
been  able  to  see  his  way,  and  avoid  said  fall  and  injuries." 

The  amendment,  or  second  count,  differs  from  the  first  only 
in  the  following  additional  averments,  giving  a  more  minute 
description  of  the  place  where  the  injury  was  suffered:  "That 
Baid  office  had  in  front  of  and  attached  to  it,  fronting  its  en- 
trance, a  platform  about  three  and  one  half  feet  wide,  which 
was  accessible  by  steps  about  three  and  a  half  feet  in  width, 
reaching  from  the  ground  to  the  top  of  the  platform  in  front 
of  the  door  of  said  ticket-office,  over  which  steps  and  platform 
passengers  were  required  to  pass  in  entering  the  ticket-office. 
The  surface  of  said  platform  was  elevated  about  four  or  four 
and  a  half  feet  above  the  ground;  and  plaintiff  avers  that  the 
construction  of  said  steps  and  platform,  as  above  described, 
rendered  the  same  unsafe  and  dangerous,  and  liable  to  cause 
personal  injuries  to  persons  passing  over  the  same."  The 
count  then  described  the  injury  as  it  was  described  in  the  first 
count,  and  complains  of  the  absence  of  a  light  as  the  negli- 
gence which  caused  the  injury.  Speaking  of  these  counts,  we, 
on  the  former  appeal,  said:  "The  injury  and  the  negligence 
complained  of  as  the  cause  are  the  same  as  set  forth  in  both 
counts;  and  while  it  is  averred  that  the  construction  of  the 
steps  and  platform  rendered  them  unsafe  and  dangerous,  this 
does  not  constitute  the  negligence,  alleged  to  be  the  cause  of 
the  injury;  but,  as  we  interpret  the  count,  the  allegations  are 
intended  to  show  a  greater  and  more  imperative  duty  to  pro- 
^de  a  light,  from  the  failure  to  do  which  it  is  distinctly  and 
expressly  averred,  in  the  new  count,  the  injuries  resulted. 
Tinder  neither  count  is  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  recover  for  any 
negligence  other  than  the  failure  to  provide  a  light." 

When  this  case  was  returned  to  the  circuit  court,  the  defend- 
ant demurred  to  the  counts  of  the  complaint  collectively,  and 
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assigned  as  caase  of  demurrer,  that  ''  there  was  at  the  time 
mentioned  in  said  complaint  no  statute  of  force  in  the  state  of 
Alabama  whieh  required  of  or  imposed  upon  said  defendant 
the  duty  to  furnish  good  and  safe  platform  and  lights,  or  either 
of  such  platform  or  lights  at  Boligee  station,  nor  was  there  any 
duty  at  the  common  law  to  furnish  said  platform  or  lights.^ 
There  was,  when  the  injury  is  alleged  to  have  occurred, — Feb* 
ruary  11, 1885, — no  statute  relating  to  the  subject  in  Alabama. 
Our  first  statute  on  that  subject  was  approved  February  28, 
1887:  Sees.  Acts,  74.  Was  there  a  common-law  duty  reatm^ 
on  defendant  at  that  time  f 

In  MofUgomery  etc.  Bfy  Co.  v.  Thompwn^  77  Ala.  448,  we  said 
it  was  ''  the  duty"  of  railroads  "  to  provide  safe  waiting-rooms, 
and  to  keep  the  depot  and  platform  well  lighted  in  the  nightr 
time.'*  The  injury  we  were  considering  in  that  case  occurred 
at  the  union  depot  in  this  city,  Montgomery,  the  common 
passenger  depot  of  five  railroads,  with  trains  arriving  and  de- 
parting at  different  times;  and  the  plaintiff  in  that  suit  had 
just  alighted  from  the  train  on  which  he  arrived.  In  support 
of  our  views,  we  referred  to  the  following  authorities,  which 
bear  on  the  question  of  lighting  the  depot  and  its  platform: 
1  Thompson  on  Negligence,  page  815,  has  this  language:  '^It 
is  the  duty  of  the  railway  company  to  have  its  station-houses 
open  and  lighted,  and  its  servants  present,  for  the  convenience 
of  those  who  may  wish  to  leave  its  trains,  or  to  depart  by  the 
same."  In  support  of  this  doctrine  the  author  refers  to  Patten 
V.  C.  &  N.  W.  tPy  Co.y  32  Wis.  524.  In  that  case  the  injury 
suffered  was  at  a  country  depot,  and  the  plaintiff,  an  elderly 
lady  and  unattended,  was  discharged  from  the  train  at  9:45  at 
night  The  trial  judge  submitted  it  to  the  jury  to  determine 
whether  the  railroad  was  guilty  of  negligence  in  not  having  its 
depot  lighted,  or  a  person  there  to  give  information.  The  su- 
preme court  held  there  was  no  error  in  this.  It  will  be  ob- 
served that  in  the  Wisconsin  case  there  was  at  the  depot 
neither  a  light  nor  a  person  to  give  information. 

The  case  of  Knight  v.  P.  8.  &  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  56  Me.  234,  96 
Am.  Dec.  449,  also  referred  to  by  Thompson,  arose  as  follows: 
Plaintiff  was  traveling  under  a  ticket  which  secured  her  pas- 
sage over  two  connecting  railroads  and  a  connecting  steamboat 
line.  From  the  terminus  of  the  railroad,  where  plaintiff  had 
to  leave  the  cars,  to  the  steamboat,  was  a  ''  considerable  dis- 
tance," which  she  had  to  walk.  It  was  across  a  wharf,  the 
property  of  defendant,  provided  and  used  for  the  purpose. 
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Plaintiff,  it  being  at  night  and  dark,  stepped  into  a  hole  in 
the  plankingy  and  was  injared.  The  court  said:  ''  The  wharf 
should  be  li|^ted.  The  senrants  of  the  defendant  corpcMration 
should  be  in  readiness  to  point  out  the  way.  The  wharf  should 
be  safe." 

Another  case  referred  to  in  Montgomery  &  E.  Ry  Co.  y. 
3%om{won,  ^ttpra,  is  Stewart  y.  International  &  Q.  N.  R.  B.  Co., 
53  Tex.  289.  The  gravamen  of  the  petition  (plaintiff's  com- 
plaint) w«ts  the  negligent  failure  of  the  railroad  company  to 
proyide  "  proper  lights  and  accommodations  for  passengers  at 
its  depot."  Held,  that  on  general  demurrer  the  petition  was 
sufficient:  See  also  Penieton  y.  C.  St.  L.  &  N.  0.  R.  R.  Co,j  84 
La.  Ann.  777;  Reynolda  y.  Texas  Pacific  R'y  Co.^  37  Id.  694. 

The  other  eases  cited  do  not  refer  to  the  question  of  lights. 

The  case  of  PeopU  y.  New  Yorkj  Lake  Erie^  &  W.  R.  R.  Co., 
104  N.  Y.  68,  58  Am.  Bep.  404,  is  relied  on  as  showing  there 
is  no  common-law  duty  resting  on  the  railroad  in  the  matter 
we  haye  in  hand.  That  was  an  application  for  the  extraordi- 
nary writ  of  mandamiM,  to  compel  the  railroad  company  to 
erect  larger  and  more  comfortable  depot  accommodations  at 
Hamburg,  one  of  its  stopping-places.  The  relief  was  denied, 
the  court  holding  that  there  was  neither  statutory  nor  com- 
mon-law obligations  resting  on  railroads  to  erect  depot  build- 
ings. So^  in  this  case,  if  the  defendant  railroad  company  had 
neglected  or  refused  to  erect  any  depot  building,  any  waiting- 
room,  or  any  platform  at  Boligee,  we  are  not  prepared  to  say 
there  was  any  law  under  which  it  could  haye  been  compelled 
to  do  so. 

The  forgoing  is  not  this  case.  The  defendant  did  not  ne- 
glect or  refuse  to  erect  a  ticket-office,  used  as  a  waiting-room, 
with  platform  in  front,  and  steps  leading  to  it  All  these  were 
erected,  and  persons  wishing  to  be  carried  on  the  railroad,  or 
haying  other  business  with  it,  had  a  standing  inyitation  to 
enter  the  office,  and  transact  business  thereat  Those  desiring 
tickets  must  obtain  them  there,  and  not  elsewhere.  And  this 
inyited  right  of  entry  cannot,  at  least  without  special  warn- 
ing, be  restricted  to  the  simple  privilege  of  entering  and 
remaining  long  enough  to  procure  a  ticket  It  would  include 
the  right  authorized  custom  of  using  the  office  as  a  waiting- 
room  if  none  other  was  provided.  Hence,  although  there  may 
have  been  no  law  requiring  the  railroad  to  erect  an  office  and 
platform  at  Boligee,  yet  haying  done  so,  and  haying  thereby 
invited  persons  having  business  with  it  to  enter  for  its  trans- 
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action,  the  law  required  that  they  should  be  adapted  to  the 
porpoae,  and  not  dangerous,  hazardous,  or  unsafe, — this, 
under  the  enduring  principles  of  the  common  law,  which  gov- 
ern new  exigencies  that  have  arisen  or  may  arise,  equally  with 
conditions  that  gave  them  form  and  expression  centuries  ago: 
In  T$  Railway  Co.  y.  Railway  Co.^  87  Eng.  Com.  L.  410. 

The  expression  in  Thompson's  case,  eupra,  was  used  in  refers 
ence  to  the  case  we  were  then  considering.  Thompson  had  just 
arrived  and  left  the  train  at  a  common  depot  of  five  railroads, 
and  in  a  city.  The  train  having  just  arrived,  and  passengers 
in  the  act  of  leaving  it,  and  this  in  the  night-time,  it  is  mani- 
fest that  a  light  should  have  been  furnished.  And  if  the  place 
was  not  otherwise  sufficiently  lighted,  a  light  should  have  been 
provided  at  the  place  of  debarkation.  But  this  duty  would 
have  a  limit.  It  would  be  incumbent  only  at  the  departure 
and  arrival  of  trains,  and  for  a  sufficient  time  before  depart- 
ure, to  enable  persons  desiring  to  take  passage  to  be  in  readi- 
ness and  enter  the  cars  without  undue  haste;  and  after  the 
arrival,  to  enable  those  leaving  the  train  to  do  so  in  safety. 
Beyond  this,  the  duty  of  the  railroad  to  maintain  a  light  at  its 
depot  would  in  no  case  extend:  1  Thompson  on  Negligence, 
314;  Ration  v.  8.  &  N.  R.  R.  Co.j  77  Ala.  691;  54  Am.  Bep.  80. 

In  the  case  we  have  in  hand  the  complaint  does  not  disclose 
the  size  of  the  place,  Boligee,  nor  does  it  show  for  how  many 
railroads  it  is  a  depot.  It  informs  us  of  but  the  one.  It  is  a 
rule  of  law,  as  it  is  a  lesson  of  common  experience,  that  pre- 
cautionary requirements  increase  in  the  ratio  that  danger 
becomes  more  threatening.  It  is  certainly  true  that  less  vigi- 
lance is  demanded  at  a  small  country  depot  of  a  single  road, 
visited  but  a  few  times  in  the  twenty-four  hours,  than  is  re- 
quired in  cities  where  many  trains  arrive  and  depart  during 
each  day  and  night. 

In  each  of  the  counts  of  the  complaint  it  is  averred  that 
''the  plaintiff  attempted  to  descend  the  steps  when  the  train 
was  about  arriving."  About,  in  the  connection  here  used, 
means  nearly, — not  far  from;  that  is,  near — not  far  from — the 
arrival  of  the  train.  Now,  as  these  words  are  indefinite,  and 
do  not  imply  that  the  time  had  come  when  it  was  reasonably 
or  apparently  necessary  that  plaintiff  should  descend  firom 
the  platform  to  place  himself  in  readiness  to  enter  the  car 
without  undue  haste,  it  is  doubtful,  if  the  question  were 
properly  and  singly  raised,  if  it  sufficiently  avers  the  time 
had  arrived  when  it  had  become  the  duty  of  the  railroad 
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to  have  a  light.  The  demurrer,  however,  does  not  point  to 
this  phase  of  the  question,  nor  does  it  raise  it  singly.  It  takes 
the  broad  position  that  it  was  not  the  duty  of  the  raihx>ad  to 
furnish  "good  and  safe  platform  and  lights,  oreither  of  them.'' 
We  have  shown  above  that  if  the  road  did  furnish  a  platform, 
it  must  be  good  and  safe,  and  that  in  certain  conditions  it  was 
its  duty  to  furnish  a  light.  The  demurrer  does  not  sufficiently 
point  out  or  specify  any  defect  in  the  complaint,  and  it  was 
rightly  overruled. 

The  question  of  exemplary  damages  is  raised  in  this  case  in 
two  forms.  It  is  first  objected  that  such  damages  cannot  be 
recovered  unless  specially  claimed  in  the  complaint.  That  is 
certainly  the  rule  when  special  damages  are  awarded.  And  if 
the  question  were  an  open  one,  there  is  much  in  the  argument 
that  exemplary  damages,  to  be  recoverable,  should  be  specially 
claimed.  Simple  negligence,  with  damage,  authorizes  com- 
pensatory damages;  while  to  maintain  a  claim  for  exemplary 
or  punitive  damages,  the  negligence  must  be  willful,  wanton, 
or  reckless.  We  have,  however,  settled  the  question  other- 
wise, and  we  will  follow  our  ruUngs:  Wilkinson  v.  Searcy,  76 
Ala.  176;  2  Thompson  on  Negligence,  1245;  Leach  v.  Bush,  57 
Ala.  145;  Panton  v.  Eolland,  17  Johns.  92;  8  Am.  Dec.  869; 
Louisville  etc,  R,  R.  Co.  v.  Jones,  83  Ala.  876;  Taylor  v.  HoU 
tnan,  45  Mo.  371.  In  Texas  the  rule  seems  to  be  different: 
Railway  Co.  v.  Baker ,  57  Tex«  419;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Oierse,  51 
Id.  189. 

The  following  authorities  declare  the  rule  as  to  special  dam- 
ages: Donnell  v.  Jones,  13  Ala.  490;  48  Am.  Dec.  59;  Hooper 
V.  Armstrong,  69  Ala.  343;  Pollock  v.  Oantt,  69  Id.  373;  44 
Am.  Rep.  519;  Squier  v.  Oovld,  14  Wend.  159;  Baldvnn  v. 
Western  R.  R.  Co.,  4  Gray,  333;  Hart  v.  Evans,  8  Pa.  St.  13; 
Oood  V.  Mylin,  8  Id.  51;  LindUy  v.  Dempsey,  45  Ind.  246; 
Chicago  v.  G^Brennan,  65  HI.  160;  Johnson  v.  Oorham,  38 
Conn.  513;  Adams  v.  Gardner,  78  111.  568;  Wood  v.  Rice,  24 
Mich.  423. 

The  other  phase  of  the  question  is  presented  on  the  evi- 
dence. It  is  contended  for  appellant  that,  taking  the  extremeet 
view  the  testimony  admits  of,  the  conduct  of  the  railroad 
company  does  not  rise  above  simple  negligence,  as  contra- 
distinguished from  gross  negligence,  which  must  be  either 
willful,  wanton,  or  reckless.  Taking  into  the  account  the  fact 
that  the  negligence  complained  of  was  the  failure  to  furnish  a 
light,  there  is  no  evidence  in  this  record  tending  to  prove 
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either  wiUfol,  wantoii}  or  reckless  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
railroad:  WUhinfon  y.  Searcy ^  mipra;  Barbour  County  v.  ffom^ 
48  Ala.  576;  South  and  North  Alabama  JR.  R.  Co.  v.  McLen- 
don^  63  Id.  266;  Lienkauff  v.  Morris^  66  Id.  406;  1  Satherland 
on  Damages,  740;  Hamilton  v.  Third  Avenue  R.  R.  Co.j  53 
N.  Y.  25;  Biles  v.  Holmes,  11  Ired.  16;  Avera  v.  Sexton,  13  Id. 
247;  Seymour  v.  Chicago  etc.  R.  R,  Co,,  8  Biss.  43.  The  cir- 
cuit court  erred  in  refusing  to  give  charges  3  and  4. 

When  this  case  returned  to  the  circuit  court,  the  defendant 
interposed  new  pleas,  and  among  them  plea  No.  6.    That  plea 
truly  sets  forth  the  size  of  the  village  of  Boligee,  the  nature  of 
the  business  done  there,  that  it  is  what  is  commonly  called  a 
country  station,  is  without  a  municipal  government,  and  has 
neither  gas,  electric,  nor  other  out-door  lights.    It  ^en  avers 
that  the  station-house  and  its  attachments  were  amply  suffi- 
cient and  well  appointed  for  the  place,  its  travel  and  business, 
and  were  constructed  with  as  much  care  as  is  required  and 
observed  at  similar  places  by  well-regulated  railroads;  that 
they  had  in-door  lights  at  the  station-house;  and  that  it  was 
not  customary  on  well-regulated  railroads  to  maintain  out- 
door lights  at  such  country  stations.    It  further  avers  that 
their  lights  were  portable,  and  subject  to  the  call  of  the  travel- 
ing public,  and  that ''  said  plaintiff  and  the  public  generally 
were  well  acquainted  with  said  station-house  and  the  ap- 
proaches thereto,  and  the  habits  and  customs  connected  there- 
with for  the  regulation  and  use  of  said  station,  and  for  the  use 
of  the  lights  about  the  same;  and  defendant  avers,  this  being 
its  full  duty  in  the  premises,  it  provided  such  lights  as  were 
required  by  [of?]  it  at  said  station;  and  neither  did  the 
plaintiff,  nor  any  one  for  him,  demand  any  further  or  addi- 
tional lights,  nor  ask  to  be  lighted  to  or  from  the  stopping- 
place  of  said  train  on  said  night."    The  plea  is  very  full,  and 
covers  the  whole  ground  it  relies  on  as  a  defense  to  the  action. 
That  ground  is,  that  it  had  conformed  strictly  to  the  usage 
and  custom  of  well-regulated  railroads  at  similar  country 
stations  in  the  construction  of  its  station-house  and  the  ap- 
proaches to  it,  and  in  providing  lights;  and  that  the  lights 
provided  were  sufficient,  and  at  the  service  of  plaintiff,  if 
he  had  called  for  them.    On  this  plea,  as  we  understand  the 
record,  the  plaintiff  took  issue.    At  all  events,  the  record 
shows  no  demurrer  to  it.    There  was  a  demurrer  to  the  com- 
plaint, and  to  plea  No.  3,  and  these  were  ruled  on.    The 
record  shows  that  issue  was  joined  on  the  five  pleas,  and  this 
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was  the  number  left  after  the  court,  at  a  former  term,  had 
sustained  the  demorrer  to  plea  No.  8. 

If  the  teetimony  prored  the  truth  of  the  material  averments 
of  fact  amtaaned  in  plea  No.  6,  under  a  well-settled  rule  of 
law,  that  would  have  entitled  the  defendant  to  a  verdict, 
whether  the  plea  was  sufficient  or  not:  Irion  v.  Zetm,  66  Ala. 
190;  Mudge  v.  Treaty  hi  Id.  1;  Jmtn  v.  CoUinBy  80  Id.  108. 

Is  the  plea  insufficient,  if  it  had  been  demurred  to?  Rail- 
road companies  and  other  corporations  are  persons,— artificial 
persons,  it  is  true, — but  yet  clothed  with  all  the  rights,  as  well 
as  bound  by  all  the  obligations,  which  protect  and  govern 
natural  persons.  Their  liabilities  are  the  same,  no  greater, 
no  less,  than  those  which  rest  on  natural  persons  in  like  con- 
ditions. A  hotel-keeper,  merchant,  shop-keeper,  or  any  other 
person  engaged  in  business  which  invites  patronage  and  per- 
sonal calls,  is  under  an  obligation,  corresponding  to  that  of  a 
railroad  company,  to  provide  for  the  safety  of  its  visiting  cus- 
tomers. If  doing  business,  keeping  open  doors,  and  inviting 
and  receiving  customers  in  the  night-time  intensifies  the  dili- 
gence of  the  one,  it  equally  intensifies  the  diligence  of  the  other, 
the  suiroundings  being  similar.  If  there  is  a  difference,  it  is 
only  such  difference  as  the  number  and  frequency  of  invited 
calls  may  make;  not  a  difference  in  kind,  but  in  degree. 

If  railroad  corporations,  in  the  administration  of  their  affairs, 
conform  to  the  rules  adopted,  or  in  general  use,  by  prudently 
conducted  railroads,  they  are  free  from  blame,  unless  they  vio- 
late or  disregard  some  positive  requirement  of  the  law,  and 
thereby  inflict  an  injury:  LouisviUe  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Alien j  78 
Ala.  494;  Ga.  Pac.  R.  R.  Co,  v.  Propat,  83  Id.  518. 

In  the  case  of  Burle  v.  Witherbee,  98  N.  Y.  562,  the  plain- 
tiff's intestate  had  been  killed  while  working  in  a  mine.  A 
hook  had  become  detached,  and  a  car  descended  from  above, 
causing  the  homicide.  It  was  shown  that  in  other  mines  as 
well  as  this  this  appliance  was  used,  and  that  for  over  a  year 
it  had  been  in  use  in  this  mine  night  and  day,  without  an 
accident.  It  was  held  that  this  was  a  full  defense  to  the 
action.  The  court,  Earle,  J.,  in  commentiDg  on  the  facts  of 
the  case,  said:  '*  It  seems  to  us  quite  inadmissible,  if  not  pre- 
posterous, to  attribute  negligence  to  a  mine-owner  for  using 
an  implement  which  had  been  employed  in  different  mines, 
and  which  under  varying  conditions,  upon  countless  occasions. 
Uniformly  answered  its  purpose,  without  injury  to  any  one.'' 
In  Lafiin  v.  B.  &  S.  W.  /J.  R.  Co.,  106  N.  Y.  136, 60  Am.  Rep.  433, 
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it  was  said  to  be  a  general  rule  that  '^  where  an  appliance^ 
machine,  or  stmctare,  not  obyiooely  dangerooa,  has  been  in 
daily  use  for  years,  and  has  nniformly  proved  adequate,  safe, 
and  conyenient,  it  may  be  continued  without  the  imputation 
of  negligence."  That  case  is  a  strong  authority  bearing  on 
the  merits  of  the  present  suit.  See  also  Lofiu$  y.  Union  Ferry 
Co.,  84  N.  Y.  456;  88  Am.  Rep.  633. 

What  we  have  said  above  is  at  last  but  the  corollaiy  of  the 
generally  accepted  definition  of  negligence,  —  '^the  want  of 
such  care  as  men  of  ordinary  prudence  would  use  under  simi- 
lar circumstances":  Shearman  and  Redfield  on  Negligence, 
12.  See  also  Comman  v.  E.  C.  Ry  Co,,  4  Hurl.  &  N.  781.  It 
would  be  monstrous  to  hold,  that  notwithstanding  the  railroad 
company  did  precisely  and  fully  what  men  of  ordinary  pru- 
dence were  in  the  regular  habit  of  doing  under  similar  circum- 
stances, yet  this  defendant  is  liable  for  the  injury  the  plaintiff 
suffered  therefrom. 

We  cannot  afiSrm  that  the  circuit  court  erred  in  refusing  to 
give  charges  1  and  2,  for  the  record  does  not  show  that  in 
the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  ticket-office,  plat- 
form, its  approaches  and  lights,  the  defendant  railroad  com- 
pany conformed  to  what  was  customary  at  similar  stations 
with  well-regulated  railroads. 

Pleas  Nos.  2  and  4  raise  the  defense  of  contributory  n^li- 
gence.  There  was  testimony,  not  disputed,  that  the  platform 
was  only  three  and  a  half  feet  wide,  that  the  steps  were  of 
equal  width  with  the  door,  and  immediately  in  firont  of  it,  and 
that  plaintiff  was  familiar  with  the  place.  Going  straight  out 
from  the  door,  the  plaintiff  could  not  have  missed  the  steps, 
would  not  have  fallen,  would  not  have  been  injured.  He  tes- 
tified himself  that  as  he  was  crossing  the  platform  he  was 
cautioned  to  "  look  out  for  the  steps."  There  is  testimony 
that  he  crossed  the  platform  obliquely  to  the  right.  But  this 
needed  no  proof.  The  fact  that  he  missed  the  steps  and  fell 
to  the  right  of  them  is  proof  conclusive  that  he  did  deflect  to 
the  right.  Was  this  not  proximate  contributory  negligence  ? 
Was  he  not  the  author  of  his  own  injury?  O^Brien  v.  Tatwm^ 
84  Ala.  186;  Tawaer  v.  i.  <fe  N.  R.  R.  Co.,  60  Id.  621;  Wood- 
ioard  Iron  Co.  v.  Jones,  80  Id.  123;  LiUy  v.  Fletcher,  81  Id. 
234;  Toomey  v.  L.  B.  &  S.  Coast  Ry  Co.,  3  Scott  N.  R.,  91 
Bug.  Com.  L.  146;  Sinet  v.  Great  Western  R*y  Co.,  L.  R.  3  Ex. 
160;  1  Addison  on  Torts,  sec.  34;  Wilds  v.  Hudson  River  R.  R. 
Co.,  24  N.  Y.  430;  HulbeH  v.  N.  Y.  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  40  Id. 
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146;  Van  Sehaicl  ▼.  Hudion  River  R.  R.  Co.,  43  Id.  527; 
City  of  Indianapolis  y.  Cook,  99  Ind.  10;  Seymour  y.  C  B.  &  Q. 
Ey  Co.,  3  BisB.  48. 

My  own  opinion  is,  that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  proxi- 
mate contributory  negligence,  and  that  on  the  testimony  as 
deposed  to  by  his  witnesses  the  general  charge  ought  to  haye 
been  giyen  in  {ayot  of  the  defendant.  My  brothers,  howeyer, 
think  this  was  a  question  for  the  jury. 

Beyersed  and  remanded. 


RAn.KOAT>  Ck>KPANT  IS  BouiTD  TO  KiBP  ITS  STATnuis  ftud  prenuMt  to 
wbich  it  inTitee  the  pnblio  in  a  reasonably  eafe  and  fit  oondition:  See  Me* 
Donaid  ▼.  Chkago  tic  B.  B.  Co,,  96  Am.  Deo.  114;  Wabcuh  €tc  B^y  Co.  t. 
Xedtey  2  Am.  St.  Bap.  103,  and  note;  and  to  keep  them  enffieiently  lighted 
to  guide  pawimngeri  to  and  from  traini:  JfoeeiT.  LouMiOe  4ic.B.B.  Co.,  4  Id. 
231,  and  note  239. 

ExncFLABT  Damaois  ABM  VOT  BaooyxBABLi  in  the  abeenoe  of  eircom^ 
itanoee  of  aggravation  beyond  mere  negligenoe:  Hari  t.  St.  Lomk  He.  R*y,  4 
Am.  St.  Eep.  374^  and  note. 

What  is  Cohtbzbutobt  KtouoBiroB  is  a  Question  iob  tbs  Jubt^ 
mdar  proper  inatroetiooa  from  the  oonrt^  in  oasee  where  the  faoti  are  in 
patet  WgUom  ▼.  Wtatmm  K.  O.  Co.,  2  Am.  St.  Bep.  346^  and  note. 


Lyons  v.  Hamnbb. 

<nrI)BonnBimi— JuBiSDionoir.  —  Upoir  Anuoinoir  wt  ABimm- 
CRATOK  VOB  Obdxb  TO  SxLL  Lavm  07  Dboidbwt,  whether  for  the  pay- 
ment of  debte  or  for  distribution  among  heire,  the  f ailnre  to  name  one  or 
more  of  sadi  heire  in  the  petition*  or  snbieqnent  prooeedingi^  it  not  the 
omi—imi  of  a  jnriidictional  allegation,  and  doee  not  alfoot  the  Talidity  of 
the  title  acquired  at  inch  Bale,  so  ae  to  mbjeot  it  to  collateral  attack.  In 
raeh  oaaei,  the  parties  ioterestedy  whether  parties  to  the  reoord  or  not* 
may  be  made  so  by  application  to  the  court  so  as  to  sue  oat  an  appeal. 

Ejbgthxmt  under  statute.    The  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 
E.  O.  Rieharde,  for  the  appellant. 
/•  R.  Dowdell,  contra. 

SoHSByiLLBy  J.  The  plaintiff,  as  one  of  the  admitted  heirs 
of  Harrison  Austin,  deceased,  shows  herself  to  be  entitled, 
prima  facie,  to  a  one-seyenth  undiyided  interest  in  the  lands 
saed  for  in  this  action,  which  is  one  of  ejectment  under  the 
statute. 

The  defendant  sets  up  a  title  acquired  by  him  under  a  sale 
made  in  Noyember,  1885,  by  one  Moore,  as  administrator  of 
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Austin's  estatei  on  application  to  Bell  the  lands  for  division  or 
distribution  among  the  heirs  of  the  estate.  The  petition  was 
in  every  respect  regular,  and  in  due  form,  except  that  it  failed 
to  designate  the  plaintiff  among  those  named  as  heirs  of  the 
deoedeni  It  is  contended  by  appellant's  counsel  that  inaa- 
much  as  she  was  not  named  in  the  proceedings  in  the  probate 
court  as  a  ptrty  or  distributee,  she  cannot  be  concluded  bj 
the  sale  made  under  that  order  of  that  court. 

The  precise  point  has  many  times  been  raised  before  this 
court,  and  has  been  adjudged  against  the  view  contended  £» 
by  the  appellant's  counsel. 

In  DuvaVs  Heirs  v.  McLosleyj  1  Ala.  708,  decided  in  1840, 
the  administrator  of  Duval  had  filed  his  petition  under  the  act 
of  182i},  praying  the  county  court  to  sell  the  lands  in  contro- 
versy for  the  payment  of  debts.    The  petition  under  which 
the  sale  took  place  properly  described  the  lands  and  averred 
the  jurisdictional  grounds  of  sale  as  required  by  the  statute, 
but  it  failed  to  conform  to  the  statute  in  defectively  omitting 
to  mention  the  names  of  any  of  the  heirs.    The  proceeding 
was  held  to  be  one  "tn  rem  against  the  estate  of  the  intestate, 
and  not  in  penonam^'^  and  the  omission  of  the  names  of  the 
heirs  was  held  to  be  an  irregularity  which  would  authorize  a 
reversal  on  a  direct  appeal,  but  one  that  did  not  affect  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  make  the  sale,  and  could  not  be 
taken  advantage  of  collaterally  in  an  action  of  ejectment  by 
the  heirs  for  the  land.    The  conclusion  reached  was  based  on 
the  case  of  Wyman  v.  Campbdly  6  Port.  219,  31  Am.  Dec.  677, 
where  it  was  decided,  in  1838,  and  again  reiterated  in  1840,  in 
Lightfoot  v.  Doe  and  Lewie^  1  Ala.  476,  and  other  cases,  that 
proceedings  in  the  orphans'  court  to  sell  realty  were  '*  in  rem 
against  the  estate  of  the  intestate,  and  not  in  personam^"  and 
that  plenary  jurisdiction  was  vested  in  the  court  over  the 
thing, — in  the  nature  of  an  admiralty  proceeding, — although 
the  owner  or  party  in  interest  was  not  notified  of  the  pendency 
of  the  proceeding;  and  that  jurisdiction  attached  quoad  the 
thing  when  the  petition  was  regularly  filed  by  a  proper  party, 
and  was  recognized  by  the  action  of  the  court,  without  notice 
to  parties  concerned;  and  that  where  jurisdiction  had  attached, 
the  order  of  sale,  although  reversible  for  error  on  direct  ap- 
peal, could  not  be  assailed  collaterally  for  such  failure  to  give 
notice,  which  was  an  irregularity  of  the  procedure  merely  in 
the  exercise  of  such  jurisdiction:  Lee  v.  Campbdl,  6  Port  249; 
Couch  V.  OampbMf  6  Id.  262. 
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The  same  question  arose  again  in  DuvaVs  Heirs  y.  P.  d:  M. 
Bankj  10  Ala.  636,  decided  in  1846,  and  the  principle  was 
again  announced  that  the  decree  of  the  county  court,  ordering 
a  sale  of  the  decedent's  realty,  under  the  act  of  1822,  could 
not  be  collaterally  impeached  by  showing  that  there  was  an 
entire  failure  to  designate  the  heirs  by  name  in  the  petition, 
or  elsewhere  in  the  record, — this  not  being  a  jurisdictional 
aUegation,  and  that  such  omission  did  not  render  such  sale 
f oid.  In  each  of  the  foregoing  cases  the  parties  assailing  tho 
validity  of  the  sales  were  the  heirs  themselves,  whose  names 
had  been  omitted  from  the  petition  of  the  administrator,  and 
other  subsequent  proceedings,  they  being  in  the  first  cose 
plaintiffs  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  as  in  the  present  action, 
and  in  the  second  parties  complainant  to  a  bill  in  equity  in- 
stituted against  the  purchaser.  The  sale  was  held  to  be  as 
binding  against  them  on  collateral  attack  as  if  they  had  been 
made  parties,  and  served  with  regular  notice  of  the  pendency 
of  the  proceeding. 

In  Field's  Heirs  v.  Goldsbyy  28  Ala.  218,  decided  in  1856, 
the  doctrine  of  these  cases  was  again  reviewed.  The  objec- 
tion there  urged  to  the  petition  of  the  administrator,  which 
was  filed  praying  a  division  among  heirs,  was,  that  it  failed 
to  set  forth  the  heirs  who  were  of  full  age,  which  it  was 
insisted  was  a  jurisdictional  allegati<m,  inasmuch  as  it  was 
expressly  required  by  the  statute.  The  principle  to  which  we 
have  above  adverted,  as  settled  in  Duval  v.  McLoskey^  1  Ala. 
706,  and  Duval  v.  P.  A  M.  Bank^  10  Id.  636,  was  reiterated 
by  GU>ldthwaite,  C.  J.,  and  adhered  to  by  the  court,  with  the 
following  observation:  "Could  we  regard  the  question  as  an 
open  one,  we  might  arrive  at  a  different  conclusion  from  that 
which  was  attained  in  Duval  v.  McLoskey^  supra,  but  after  it 
has  been  recognized  by  a  subsequent  decision,  and  has  proba- 
bly been  acted  upon  as  a  practicable  rule  of  property,  we  do 
not  feel  at  liberty  to  depart  from  it" 

That  was  about  sixteen  years  after  the  first  announcement 
of  the  principle  by  the  court  in  1840.  Since  then  more  than 
thirty  additional  years  have  elapsed, — making  in  all  forty- 
seven  years  since  the  case  of  Duwd  v.  McLoskey^  supra,  was 
decided. 

In  Maihewmm^s  Heirs  v.  Hearin,  29  Ala.  210  (1856),  this 
court,  speaking  through  Rice,  C.  J.,  in  discussing  Wyman  v. 
OampbeUy  supra,  and  the  case  above  dted,  declared  the  pre- 
sumption to  be  a  fiair  one  that  "the  opinions  delivered  in  those 
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cases  had  been  acted  upon  as  a  role  of  property/'  and  there- 
fore that  "the  reasons  which  impel  courts  to  uphold  CTery 
settled  rule  of  property  require  us  to  reaffirm  and  maintain 
those  cases,  not  only  as  to  the  points  necessarily  involved,  but 
as  to  the  principles  which  are  declared  in  Lightfoot  v.  Lewis^ 
and  the  subsequent  cases  above  cited,  to  have  been  eetab- 
lished  by  them." 

The  case  of  King  v.  EetU^s  Hein^  29  Ala.  642,  was  decided 
the  following  year,  1857,  and  upon  the  strength  of  the  fore- 
going authorities  it  was  said:  "In  determining  upon  the 
validity  of  the  decree  of  the  orphans'  court,  when  collaterally 
assailed,  it  is  only  necessary  to  inquire  whether  the  court  hai 
jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter;  for  the  proceeding  is  in  renk,, 
and  no  mere  irregularity  can  render  it  void." 

These  cases  again  came  under  judicial  review  in  ScUeher  v. 
Saieher^  41  Ala.  26,  91  Am.  Dec.  498,  decided  in  1867,  where 
the  following  language  was  used  by  Walker,  C.  J.:  "The  pro- 
ceeding in  the  probate  court  for  the  sale  of  the  decedent's  land 
is  held,  by  a  long  chain  of  decisions,  not  now  to  be  questioned, 
to  be  in  rem;  and  therefore  the  validity  of  the  order  can  neveL- 
depend  upon  the  fact  that  the  court  has  acquired  jurisdiction 
of  the  person  of  the  parties.  The  requisition  of  notice  is  just 
as  plainly  and  as  positively  made  in  the  act  of  1822  as  under 
any  subsequent  law:  Clay's  Digest,  p.  224,  sec.  17.  Under 
the  act  of  1822,  the  order  of  sale  was  not  void  on  account  of 
the  want  of  notice.  It  was  so  settled  by  the  decisions  of  this 
court.  We  cannot,"  he  added,  "decide  to  the  contrary,  unless 
we  disregard  the  doctrine  of  stare  decisisj  and  overturn  decis- 
ions which  constitute  a  rule  of  property,  under  which  millions 
of  dollars'  worth  of  land  are  probably  held.  No  person  who 
will  examine  the  act  of  1822  can  say  that  there  is  a  reason  for 
regarding  the  proceeding  to  sell  land  under  the  present  law 
as  in  personam  which  did  not  apply  to  the  old  law,  under 
which,  as  every  intelligent  lawyer  knows,  the  proceeding  was 
regarded  as  in  rem."  In  discussing  elsewhere  in  the  same 
case,  and  declining  to  assent  to,  the  proposition  that  the  sale 
is  made  void  by  a  failure  to  comply  with  every  statutory 
requirement,  it  is  suggested  that  such  a  rule  would  lead  to 
consequences  alike  absurd  and  injurious.  Among  these  is 
enumerated  "an  inaccuracy  in  the  list  or  description  of  the 
heirs,  or  their  residences,"  as  one  of  the  omissions,  which,  under 
the  operation  of  the  rule,  would  render  the  sale  void.  "  One 
desiring  to  purchase  at  the  sale,"  it  was  observed,  "would  be 
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unable  to  ascertain,  by  an  examination  of  the  records  and 
papers,  whether  the  title  would  be  valid.  Afler  making  the 
most  careful  inquiry,  and  finding  no  defect  in  the  proceedings, 
and  therefore  venturing  on  a  purchase,  his  title  (if  such  were 
the  law)  might  be  defeated  by  evidence  that  there  was  some 
heir  whose  name  was  overlooked,  or  forgotten  by  the  adminis- 
trator, or  not  known  by  him,  and  therefore  not  inserted  in  his 
petition."  The  inevitable  efiSect  of  holding  that  omissions  of 
this  kind  would  render  the  sale  in  any  respect  invalid,  it  was 
thought  by  the  court  '^  would  be  to  destroy  confidence  in  such 
sales,  and  cause  great  injury  to  heirs  by  sales  at  greatly  de- 
preciated prices." 

There  has  been  no  departure  from  the  principles  of  these 
cases  at  any  time  during  the  past  fifty  years;  but  on  the  con- 
trary, they  have  been  constantly  reaffirmed:  3  Brickell's  Di- 
gest, 465,  sees.  162  et  seq.  In  McCorkU  v.  Rheaj  75  Ala.  213, 
decided  as  late  as  1883,  while  declining  to  extend  the  rule  an- 
nounced in  Duval  v.  McLoskeyj  supra,  to  proceedings  for  the 
partition  or  division  of  property  owned  by  tenants  in  com- 
mon, we  observed  as  follows:  "Perhaps  these  cases  [citing 
Whitman  v.  Reesef  59  Ala.  532,  and  Johnson  v.  Ray,  67  Id. 
603]  are  not  in  strict  analogy  to  the  line  of  decisions,  so  long 
prevailing  in  this  state,  in  which  it  is  held  that,  upon  applica- 
tion by  an  administrator  to  sell  the  lands  of  a  decedent,  the 
failure  of  the  petition  to  state  the  names  of  the  heirs,  although 
expressly  required  to  be  done  by  the  statute,  is  not  the  omis- 
sion of  a  jurisdictional  averment  which  would  render  the  sale 
void,  but  a  mere  irregularity  rendering  the  judgment  reversible 
on  error:  Duval  v.  McLoskey,  1  Ala.  708*;  Matheson  v.  Hearin,  29 
Id.  210.  This  principle  has  become  a  rule  of  property  in  this 
state,  in  this  particular  class  of  cases,  and  under  its  influence, 
no  doubt,  many  titles  have  been  acquired.  However  unsound 
we  might  be  disposed  to  regard  it,  we  do  not  feel  at  liberty  to 
depart  from  it  at  this  time." 

We  regard  it,  therefore,  we  repeat,  as  established  by  a  long 
line  of  decisions  in  Alabama,  extending  through  half  a  cen- 
tury, that,  on  an  application  by  an  administrator  to  the  pro- 
bate court  to  sell  the  lands  of  a  decedent,  whether  for  the 
payment  of  debts  or  for  distribution  among  heirs,  the  failure 
to  name  one  or  more  of  such  heirs  in  the  petition,  or  subse- 
quent proceedings,  is  not  the  omission  of  a  jurisdictional  alle- 
gation, and  does  not  afiect  the  validity  of  the  titie  acquired 
at  such  sale,  so  as  to  subject  it  to  collateral  attack;  and  if  the 
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eoort  has  jurisdiction  of  the  thing  sold,  although  it  has 
quired  none  oyer  the  person  of  the  parties  owning  it,  the  sale 
is  binding  on  the  world,  including  the  heirs  whose  names  are 
omitted  from  the  petition  and  the  proceedings.  In  such  eases, 
the  parties  interested,  whether  parties  to  the  record  or  not, 
may  be  made  so  by  application  to  the  court,  so  as  to  sue  out 
an  appeal:  McConieo  y.  Cannon^  25  Ala.  462;  lAgktfooi  t.  Dm 
and  Lewis,  1  Id.  475,  479;  Clemens  y.  PaUen(my  38  Id.  721;  1 
Brickell's  Digest,  92,  sec.  129.  And  with  this  ready  mode  of  re- 
dress open  to  all  whose  rights  may  be  prejudiced,  it  cannot  be 
said  that  any  person  has  been  depriyed  of  his  property,  in 
cases  of  this  peculiar  kind,  without  due  process  of  law,  or  that 
he  has  been  depriyed  of  his  day  in  court:  Dickey  y.  FaiMi,  81 
Ala.  425;  CUmem  y.  I\iUersmy  38  Id.  721,  supra. 

The  circuit  court  did  not  err  in  giying  the  general  affirma- 
tiye  charge  in  fayor  of  the  defendant,  or  in  refusing  to  ^ye 
the  charge  requested  by  the  plaintiff,  and  the  judgment  must 
be  affirmed. 

Pbooesdiko  or  Pbobaxi  vob  8ali  of  BsonnDrr's  Bialtt  is  ih  Rbm. 
and  oaimot  be  oolktenlly  attacked:  Sakhery.  Bakkar^  01  Am.  Dec.  486;  bat 
■eedoffiT.  Tkmipmm,  06  Id.  467,  and  note»  where  it  is  held  that  if  aU  the 
■tspa  to  biiiigthe  parties  be£cMce  the  court  upon  sachapositioa  ksve  not  been 
properly  taken  the  eoort  aoqnires  no  jnrisdiotion  to  deoree  the  sale. 

OioasioHToSTATBNAKXsovHxiBsniFRcnoN  loa  Bulls  OP  DaoDBirT's 
RxALTT  ii  mere  irregularity,  which  camiot  be  taken  advantage  of  eoUatoraUy 
to  defeat  the  sale:  MwrU  ▼.  Bt^Je^  87  Am.  Dea  243^  and  note. 
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[SI  Alabaxa,  ttl] 

ICniB  AVD  MmxBAi.  Lanbb.  — Minbulb  UiraKvaBaD  ibok  %okl^  or  "o 
Plact,"  arb  Pabtb  07  Fbxbhold»  and  constitate  landed  property  capa- 
ble of  a  posBeasion  distinct  from  that  of  the  sarface,  and  may  form  a 
separate  coiporeal  hereditament,  which  is  the  subject  of  a  distinot  in- 
heritance. 

Lk  -»It  n  OVLT  WHIN  MnrxEALs  abx  Sevsbsd  ibom  Son.  that  Thkt 
Biooia  Pebsohal  Chattels,  and  it  is  only  where  the  right  to  dig  or  to 
mine  them  is  not  ezdasiTe  that  it  may  be  classed  as  an  inoorporsal  right, 
or  easement  merely  in  the  natnre  of  a  license. 

In.  •— BissiaB  Obamt  of  Aix  Minsbaui  <»  Mzhxeal  Riqhtb  nr  Teact  ov 
Lajtd  is,  by  neeessary  implication,  the  grant  also  to  open  and  work 
the  mines,  and  occupy  so  much  of  the  surface  as  may  be  rsaeonaUy 
necessary  for  such  purpose.  And  this  implied  right  to  occupy  so  much 
of  the  surface  as  may  be  needed  to  open  and  work  the  mines  is  not  lim- 
ited, but  rather  strengthened,  by  the  special  grant  of  certain  timbsr  and 
wnter  pririleges,  and  of  the  right  of  w»y  to  and  from  tbs 
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Ilk,  — OwKVB  OF  MnrsBAiB  AND  Mnrmo  Biohxs  must  Ubs  bd  Own  ao  w 
not  nnreuon&bly  to  injure  his  neighbor,  the  owner  of  the  rarface  or  eoili 
and  nnut  ao  oondnct  hia  mining  operationa  aa  to  leftTO  m  anffieient  aap- 
port  for  the  aurfaoe.  What  improvementa  are  reaaooably  neoeaaary  for 
the  profitable  and  beneficial  wooing  of  the  minea,  and  the  inquiry  aa  U> 
haw  mnch  of  the  aorfaoe  may  be  reaaonably  needed  for  thia  pupoae,  ar9 
qneationa  of  fact  to  be  determined  by  the  jury. 

Zdl  ^  OwHXB  <nr  Mzhino  Reorib  oAmor  Uu  Sorvacb  ob  Matbbialb  of 
Hie  land  for  changing  the  ehaimoter  of  the  mineral  to  which  he  ia  enti- 
tied,  aa  for  eonyerting  coal  into  coke;  and  in  ejectment  for  the  anrfaee  of 
the  land,  evidence  aa  to  how  mnch  of  the  anrfkce  waa  or  might  be  needed 
for  the  erection  of  ooke-oFena  ia  properly  ezdnded. 

In.  — EnoiMnrr  los  Subvioi  of  Mzhxral  Land— Eviddtob.  — Where, 
m  aa  aotion  in  the  nature  of  ejectment  for  the  anrfaee  of  land  need  in 
woridng  a  mine^  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  had  eatabliahed  a  anpply 
atare^  it  ia  not  error  to  admit  evidence  ahowing  that  two  other  atores 
were  located  near  the  minea,  for  the  pnrpcae  of  teeting  the  urgency  of 
the  alleged  neceaaity  impelling  the  defendant  to  occupy  the  land  for 
■neli  pnipoae;  and  evidence  of  the  valne  of  improvementa  made  by  the 
defendant  aronnd  the  minea  ia  relevant  aa  afieoting  the  rental  valne  of 
the  land  aned  for.  But  it  ia  not  competent  to  ahow,  in  anoh  aotiony  that 
partieolar  individnala  in  the  nei^boihood  carried  on  a  mine  without  a 
atorehonae  for  anppliea,  the  buaineBB  of  mining  in  the  vicinity  being  of  a 
date  too  recent  to  eataUiah  a  cuatom. 

BuTorm  <nr  Fbadds.— Vbbbal  Oonnuor  vnt  PonoBun  <nr  Lamd^  imvm 
Bbduoid  to  Wbixoto,  nor  accompanied  by  a  payment  of  any  part  of 
the  purrhaa»-money,  ia  void  under  the  atatute  el  franda^  and  oonf era  no 
nf^xta  prejudicial  to  either  party  to  an  ejeotmant  auit  for  the  land. 


Action  in  the  nature  of  ejectment  under  the  statate.  The 
material  facte  appear  in  the  opinion. 

McOuire  and  CoUier^  and  Webb  and  TXUmanf  for  the  appel* 
lant. 

HeufiUj  Walker^  and  Porter^  contra, 

BoMBBViLLSy  J.  The  present  sait,  which  is  one  of  ejectment 
under  the  statute,  involves  a  controversy  between  the  super- 
jacent and  subjacent  owners  of  land,  upon  which  there  is  a 
coal  mine,  opened  and  in  process  of  being  worked  by  the  de« 
fendant.  The  plaintiff,  Gibson,  is  the  owner  of  the  surface, 
and  the  defendant,  Williams,  of  the  "coal  and  other  minerals,^' 
with  certain  incidental  and  other  rights,  derived  through  va« 
rious  mesne  conveyances  from  one  Green  B.  Frost,  the  origi- 
nal owner  in  fee-simple  of  the  premises.  In  November,  1881, 
Frost  conveyed  to  one  Peters  *'  all  the  coal  and  other  minerals 
in,  under,  and  upon"  these  lands,  which  are  fally  described 
in  the  deed;  "  and  also  all  timber  and  water  upon  the  same 
necessary  for  the  development,  working,  and  mining  of  said 

▲k.  ex.  Bnr.,  Vol.  V.  ^24 
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ooal  and  other  mineralB,  and  the  preparation  of  the  same  fiir 
market,  and  the  removal  of  the  same;  and  also  the  right  of 
way,  and  the  right  to  build  roads  of  any  deeeription  over  the 
same  necessary  for  the  convenient  transportation  of  said  ooal 
and  other  minerals  from  said  land,  and  the  conveying  and 
transporting  to  and  from  said  lands  all  materials  and  imple- 
ments that  may  be  of  use  in  the  mining  and  removal  of  said 
coal  and  other  minerals,  or  in  the  preparation  of  the  same  for 
market."  Subsequently,  in  August,  1884,  Frost  conveyed  the 
same  lands  to  one  C.  L.  Frost  and  J.  B.  Reeves,  reserving,  by 
exception  from  the  lands  sold,  the  mineral  rights  and  other 
interest  previously  conveyed  to  Peters,  using  the.  same  lan- 
guage of  description  adopted  in  the  deed  to  him.  The  dpfyadr 
ant  is  shown  to  have  acquired  by  deed,  through  sundry  mesne 
conveyances,  the  precise  interest  which  Peters  owned. 

This  interest  may  be  briefly  described  under  three  general 
heads:  1.  A  grant  of  all  the  coal  and  other  minerals  upon  or 
in  the  land;  2.  8o  much  of  the  timber  and  water  on  the 
land  as  may  be  necessary  (a)  £ar  the  development,  working, 
and  mining  of  the  ooal  and  other  minerals,  and  (b)  for  the 
preparation  of  the  same  far  the  market,  and  their  removal 
from  the  soil  and  the  premises;  8.  The  right  of  way,  by  roads 
of  any  description,  to  and  from  the  lands,  so  far  as  may  be 
necessary  for  the  transportation  of  all  minerals  mined,  and  of 
materials  and  implements  needed  in  the  business  of  Tniniwg 
and  the  preparation  of  the  minerals  for  market. 

The  material  question  is,  what,  if  any,  surf  ace  rights  pass  to 
the  grantee  under  the  first  head,  which  is  a  grant  of  all  the 
coal  and  other  minerals  upon  and  in  the  land. 

This  is  dependent  in  some  measure  upon  the  nature  and 
characteristics  of  the  thing  granted.  Minerals  which  are  un- 
severed  from  the  soil,  or,  as  sometimes  said,  which  are  *'  in 
place,''  are  parts  of  the  freehold,  and  constitute  landed  prop- 
erty. They  are  capable  of  a  possession  distinct  from  that  of 
the  surface,  and  may  form  a  separate  corporeal  hereditament, 
which  is  the  subject  of  a  distinct  inheritance.  The  title  of 
the  soil,  as  such,  including  the  surface,  may  be  vested  in  one 
person,  and  that  of  the  mines  and  minerals  on  it  in  another. 
It  is  only  when  the  minerals  are  severed  from  the  soil  that 
they  become  personal  chattels,  and  it  is  only  where  the  right 
to  dig  or  to  mine  them  is  not  exclusive  that  it  may  be  classed 
as  an  incorporeal  right,  or  easement  merely  in  the  nature  of  a 
license:  Bainbridge  on  Mines  and  Mining,  Am.  ed.,  B^  281; 
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Mct98ot  y.  Mosesj  3  S.  C.  168;  16  Am.  Rep.  697;  Caldwell  r.  FhO- 
ton,  81  Pa.  St.  475;  MdUm  y.  Lamhardy  51  Cal.  258;  Rycman  y. 
OiUU,  57  N.  Y.  68;  15  Am.  Rep.  464. 

The  express  grant  of  all  the  minerals  or  mineral  rights  in 
a  tract  of  land  is,  by  necessary  implication,  the  grant  also  to 
work  them,  unless  the  language  of  the  grant  itself  repels  this 
construction.  This  is  the  result  of  the  familiar  maxim,  that 
*^  when  anything  is  granted,  all  the  means  of  obtaining  it,  and 
all  the  fruits  and  effects  of  it,  are  also  granted":  Sheppard's 
Touchstone,  89;  11  Coke,  52  a.  This  inyolyes  the  incidental 
right  to  penetrate  the  surface  of  the  soil  for  the  minerals,  and  to 
use  such  means  and  processes  for  the  purpose  of  mining  and  re* 
moving  them  as  may  be  reasonably  necessary,  in  the  light  of 
modern  inventions,  and  of  the  improvements  in  the  arts  and  sci- 
ences, but  without  injury  to  the  right  of  support  for  the  surface, 
or  superincumbent  soil,  in  its  natural  state:  Marvin  v.  Brewster 
Iron  Mining  Co.,  55  V.  Y.  588;  14  Am.  Rep.  322;  WUms  v. 
Jess,  94  ni.  464;  84  Am.  Rep.  242;  Bainbridge  on  Mines  and 
Mining,  85,  62,  63.  It  is  said  by  a  standard  English  author 
touching  this  subject:  '^The  right  to  work  mines  is  so  insepa- 
rable from  the  grant  of  them  that  it  has  been  expressly  de- 
cided, not  only  that  the  right  to  enter  and  work  mines  is 
necessarily  incident  to  the  grant  of  mines,  without  any  expreiss 
authority  for  that  purpose,  but  that  this  power  cannot  be 
restrained  by  a  special  power  given  in  the  affirmative,  which 
would  authorize  more  acts  than  would  be  implied  by  law,  but 
which  will  in  no  wise  exclude  the  full  operation  of  the  law '': 
Bainbridge  on  Mines  and  Mining,  Am.  ed.,  84,  85. 

It  is  contended  that  this  incidental  right  to  work  the  mines 
on  the  land  is  limited  by  the  special  grant  of  certain  timber 
and  water  privileges,  and  of  the  right  of  way  to  and  from 
the  mines,  and  that  the  mention  of  these  privileges,  under  the 
maxim,  Expressio  unius  est  exclusio  alteriuSy  would  rebut  the 
grant  of  any  right  to  occupy  the  surface  of  the  soil  for  miners' 
houses,  or  other  like  purposes.  It  is  often  said  that  great  cau- 
tion is  frequently  necessary  in  the  application  of  this  maxim, 
and  of  its  twin  legal  aphorism  of  synonymous  meaning,  £a> 
pressum  fadi  eessare  taciturn:  Broom's  Legal  Maxims,  506.  It 
is  obvious  that  without  the  right  of  surface  occupation  to  some 
extent,  the  grant  in  question  is  rendered  nugatory.  The  prin- 
ciple is  well  settled  that  one  who  has  the  exclusive  right  to 
mine  coal  upon  a  tract  of  land  has  the  right  of  possession  even 
as  against  the  owner  of  the  soil,  so  far  as  is  reasonably  neces- 
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saiy  to  oany  OQ  his  miniDg  operations:  Tamer  y.  BejfnoUs^iZ 
Pa.  Si  199;  Rog$r$  ▼.  Taylor,  88  Eng.  L.  &  Bq.  574;  Tenneua 
eU.R.R  Co.  y.  Ecut  Alabama  R.  R  Co.^  75  Ala.  624,  525;  51 
Am.  Rep.  475.  To  construe  away  this  right  would  be  to  con' 
strue  away  the  grant  itselfi  which  cannot  be  enjoyed  without 
it.  It  is  our  opinion  that  the  enumeration  of  these  special 
priyileges  was  not  intended  to  exclude  another  which  was  ab- 
solutely necessary  to  the  yery  life  of  the  grant  itsel£  The 
right  to  use  timber  would  not  pass  by  implication;  Bainbridge 
on  Mines  and  Mining,  64.  This  was,  therefixre,  the  acquisition 
of  a  new  and  valuable  light.  The  right  of  way  and  water 
privileges  were  also  more  comprehensive  possibly  than  would 
have  been  yielded  pacifically  by  mere  construction.  At  any 
rate,  these  several  grants  themselves  necessarily  imply  the 
right  to  occupy  so  much  of  the  surface  as  might  be  needed  to 
open  and  work  the  mines.  There  could  be  no  use  of  timber, 
or  water,  or  right  of  way,  except  in  connection  with  working 
the  mines,  and  there  could  be  no  working  of  the  mines  without 
an  occupation  of  the  surface  in  the  vicinity  of  the  shafts, 
slopes,  or  other  requisite  openings.  These  specificationg 
strengthen  rather  than  repel  the  implication  in  question: 
Marvin  v.  Bretoiter  Iron  Mining  Co.^  14  Am.  Bep.  829;  Bain- 
bridge on  Mines  and  Mining,  84,  35. 

The  owner  of  the  minerals  and  mining  rights  must  use  his 
own  so  as  not  unreasonably  to  injure  his  neighbor,  the  owner 
of  the  surface  or  soil;  and  it  is,  we  repeat,  now  settled  by  the 
authorities  quite  universally,  that  he  must  conduct  his  mining 
derations  so  as  to  leave  a  sufficient  support  for  the  surface: 
Carlin  v.  Chappel,  101  Pa.  St.  348;  47  Am.  Rep.  722,  and 
cases  cited;  Harris  v.  Rydingj  5  Mees.  &  W.  69;  Bogers  on 
Mining,  455.  In  other  words,  the  exclusive  grantee  of  miner- 
als in  lands  is  entitied  to  dig  and  carry  away  so  much  of  them 
as  he  can  excavate  from  the  soil  without  injury  to  the  surface 
owned  by  the  grantor,  the  mining  right  being  servient  to  the 
surface  to  the  extent  of  sufficient  supports  to  sustain  it  in  its 
natural  state:  Jones  v.  Wagner ^  5  Am.  Rep.  385.  But  he  is 
not  liable  for  any  incidental  damages  necessarily  occasioned 
by  the  ordinary  and  careful  operation  of  his  mines,  not  injuri- 
ous to  the  surface,  as,  for  example,  the  loss  of  springs  by  the 
owner  of  the  soil:  Coleman  v.  ChadvAchy  80  Pa.  St.  81;  21  Am. 
Rep.  93;  or  the  disturbance  of  the  peace  and  comfiurt  of  the 
surface  owner's  dwelling  by  necessary  blasting  in  the  mines: 
Marvin  v.  Brevoeier  Iron  Mining  Co.^  i4  Id.  322. 
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These  incidental  rights  of  the  miner,  which  are  appurtenant 
to  the  grant  of  the  mineral  rights,  are  to  be  gauged  by  the 
necessities  of  the  particular  case,  and  therefore  vary  with 
changed  conditions  and  circumstances.  He  may  occupy  so 
much  of  the  surface,  adopt  such  machinery  and  modes  of 
mining,  and  establish  such  auxiliary  appliances  and  instru- 
mentalities as  are  ordinarily  used  in  such  business,  and  may 
be  reasonably  necessary  for  the  profitable  and  beneficial  en- 
joyment of  his  property.  But  he  is  not  limited,  as  we  have 
already  said,  to  such  appliances  as  were  in  existence  when  the 
grant  was  made,  but  may  keep  pace  with  the  progress  of  soci- 
ety and  of  modem  invention:  Bainbridge  on  Mines  and  Min- 
ing, 63,  64;  Marvin  v.  Brewster  Iron  Mining  Co.,  14  Am. 
Rep.  822.  It  has  been  accordingly  held  in  England  that  a 
reservation  of  mines  of  coal  (which  is  usually  the  same  in 
legal  effect  as  a  grant),  with  rights  of  way  for  transportation, 
involved  the  right  to  construct  a  modem  railway,  although 
this  mode  of  transportation  was  unknown  at  the  time  of  the 
grant.  The  ground  of  the  decision  seems  to  have  been,  that 
without  use  of  the  railway  for  shipment  the  mines  could  not, 
under  the  evidence,  have  been  worked  beneficially,  or  with 
reasonable  profit. 

We  do  not  construe  the  language  of  the  present  grant  or  res- 
ervation as  it  appears  in  the  deeds  of  the  plaintiff  and  those 
under  whom  he  claims  to  confer  any  right,  by  implication  or 
otherwise,  to  use  the  surface  of  the  land  for  the  purpose  of 
erecting  coke-ovens,  designed  for  the  conversion  of  coal  into 
coke.  His  only  rig^t  is  to  mine  and  transport  coal  in  its  first 
marketable  state.  The  contract  clearly  contemplated  nothing 
else.  Such  is  the  usual  construction  placed  upon  similar 
grants,  the  principle  being  thus  stated  by  Bainbridge  in  his 
treatise  on  mines  and  mining,  page  63:  ^'An  owner  of  that 
kind  cannot  use  the  surface,  or  any  of  the  materials  of  the  land, 
for  changing  the  character  of  the  mineral  to  which  he  is  enti- 
tled, as  for  converting  coal  into  coke,  clay  into  bricks,  or  for 
smelting  the  metallic  ores,  much  less  for  any  further  purpose 
of  manufacture.^' 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  defendant  claimed  the  right  to 
occupy  as  much  as  three  acres  of  the  surface  of  plaintiff's  land 
as  incident  to  his  grant.  Upon  this  area  he  had  erected  five 
two-story  framed  miners'  houses,  four  log  cabins  for  the  occu- 
pancy of  employees,  an  air-shaft  for  conveying  smoke  from 
and  ventilating  the  mines,  a  powder-house  for  keeping  powder 
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used  for  blasting,  a  blacksmitb-shop,  and  a  storehouse  tat  for* 
nishing  the  miners  with  supplies.  Which  of  these  improve- 
ments are  reasonably  necessary  for  the  profitable  and  beneficial 
working  of  the  minesi  is  a  question  of  fact  to  be  determined 
from  the  evidence  by  the  jury.  And  so  likewise  the  inquiry 
as  to  how  much  of  the  surface  of  the  land  may  be  reasonably 
needed  for  this  purpose.  It  may  be  that  other  suitable  lands, 
conveniently  situated,  could  be  obtained  at  a  reasonable  price 
for  the  site  of  the  miners'  houses,  the  cabins,  and  the  store;  or 
the  contrary  may  be  true.  It  may  be  that  the  mine  was  bo 
far  distant  from  the  market  for  supplies,  and  that  prices  io 
neighboring  stores  were  so  extravagant,  as  to  render  neces- 
sary the  establishment  of  a  supply  store,  both  for  the  economy 
of  time  and  money  of  the  employees.  It  may  be  that  such  a 
store  was  a  mere  convenience,  and  not  a  necessity,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  law,  for  this  necessity  cannot  be  deemed  to 
exist  if  a  similar  privilege  can  be  otherwise  secured  by  reason- 
able trouble  and  expense:  Noto  to  (yEork$  v.  Smithy  23  Am. 
Bep.  446;  Tiedeman  on  Beal  Property,  sees.  600,  609.  These 
and  other  like  considerations  it  would  be  proper  for  the  jury  to 
consider  in  solving  the  question  of  necessity, — a  word  of  rela- 
tive import,  which  may  mean,  on  the  one  hand,  lees  than  im- 
perative need,  and  on  the  other,  more  than  mere  suitable 
convenience. 

It  is  manifest  that  the  rulings  of  the  circuit  court  are  not 
in  harmony  with  these  views,  including  both  the  instructioaa 
to  the  jury  and  the  rulings  on  the  evidence. 

The  defendant  should  have  been  permitted  to  show  to  what 
extent  his  occupancy  of  the  surface  of  the  lands,  around  tbie 
opening  of  the  mine,  was  reasonably  necessary,  under  the 
above  rules,  to  the  prosecution  of  the  mining  business. 

The  evidence  as  to  how  much  of  the  surface  was  or  might 
be  needed  for  the  erection  of  coke-ovens  was  properly  ex- 
cluded. 

It  was  not  competent  to  show  that  particular  individuals 
in  the  neighborhood  carried  on  a  mine  without  a  storehouse 
for  supplies,  although  a  usage  in  the  matter  by  other  miners 
similarly  situated  might  be  relevant  if  it  had  prevailed  suffi- 
ciently long,  and  possessed  the  other  requisite  characteristics 
of  an  established  custom.  But  the  business  of  mining  in  this 
particular  part  of  the  state  is  probably  of  a  date  too  recent 
at  this  time  to  give  such  a  custom  the  age  necessary  to  its 
validity. 
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The  court  did  not  err  in  allowing  evidence  to  be  introduced 
showiBg  that  two  other  Btores  were  located  near  the  mines. 
It  was  qnite  as  relevant  to  show  that  there  were  two  stores 
near  by  as  that  there  were  a  hundred,  with  a  view  of  testing 
the  urgency  of  the  alleged  necessity  impelling  the  defendant 
to  establish  one  for  his  own  needs.  The  two  cases  differ  only 
in  degree,  not  in  kind. 

The  value  of  the  improvements  erected  by  the  defendant 
around  the  mines  was  relevant  as  affecting  the  rental  value 
of  the  three  acres  of  land  sued  for, — the  defendant  being  liable 
for  rent  by  way  of  use  and  occupation  in  the  event  of  plain- 
tiff's recovery. 

The  verbal  contract  of  purchase,  which  the  witness  Smith 
testifies  he  made,  of  part  of  the  surface  in  controversy  from 
Frost  and  Beeves,  who  sold  to  the  plaintiff,  was  never  reduced 
to  writing,  nor  accompanied  by  a  payment  of  any  part  of  the 
purchase-money.  It  was  therefore  void  under  the  statute  of 
frauds,  and  could  confer  no  rights  on  the  alleged  purchaser 
which  would  prejudice  those  of  either  party  to  the  present 
suit. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 


BioHT  TO  Mnn,  4in>  Owimsmp  or  Mnrxs  asv  Mnnauzs:  Sae  ths  ez- 
tended  note  to  MeCSiUoeky.  Brydenr  63  Am.  Deo,  92  et  eeq.;  and  mo  Re^nokU 
T.  Chok,  amie^  p.  S17. 

Fabt  Fojobkavoi  or  PiJtoL  AaBsnoHT  iob  Sals  <nr  Lavm  wbich 
wiU  take  cmo  out  of  etatate  of  fnndi:  See  PoiamA  t.  CyPawMr,  SS  Am.  Deo. 
8279  and  note. 


BOUTWBLL    V.    StBINBB. 
[84  Alabama,  807.] 

lioKiaAOB— Pabtt  TO  FoaaoLosiTBB  Suzr.  —  Mortoagob  havhto  Sold  aitd 
OoHVsraD  hia  entire  intereat  in  the  land,  being  a  mere  equity  of  re- 
demption, ia  not  a  neoeaaary  party  to  a  anit  brought  to  forecloee  the 
moirigi^e  lien.    Hia  aaaignee  only  need  be  made  a  party  defendant. 

Id.  — FoBiOLOflUBX  Surr  —  Ldotation.  — Pubohaseb  tbom  Mobtoaoob  is 
Ghabosd  wtth  Kotzob  of  lien  created  by  mortgage  dnly  recorded;  and 
•  anit  to  f  oredoae  the  mortgage  ia  not  barred,  aa  in  hia  £aTor,  abort  of  a 
period  of  ten  yeara  from  the  commencement  of  hia  poaaeeaion  under  the 
porchaee. 

Ibw — DxcBBS  NOT  ArrBCTXxa  Mobtoaobb. — Mobtoaobb  or  Hvsbabd  mot 
Madb  Partt  to  a  bill  filed  by  the  wife  againat  her  huaband,  aetting  up 
ft  iwolttng  trust  in  the  mortgaged  landa,  ia  in  no  manner  prejudioed  by 
the  decree  rendered  therein  in  faror  of  the 
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ti>.— PimaBAn  or  PBomrr  bt  MeKroAioxB  at  bzs  Owv  Saxj^ 

AiMnrsD  10  Seutdw  — If  a  morlgiigM  bays  panooal  yntyutly  wM  hk 
own  nle^  midar  a  power  in  tiM  mortgagei  and  the  mertgaav  mterpeeai 
no  objection  showing  hie  dimpproTil  of  the  pnrohiee,  and  eildng  to  die- 
affirm  the  aale^  a  mbeeqnent  parchaeer  from  him  oannot  do  ao  in  a  eidt 
brought  nine  yaare  aftarwarda  to  foraeloae  tiie  mortgage  on  land. 

Id.  —  FoaaauMnjBS  Bzramn— Stifulatioh  nr  MoaioAOBi  wbbkebt 
MonoAOoa  Bdomi  HmnWiT  10  Pat  All  Ooen  of  reeording  the  mort- 
gage, and  the  ooata  and  ezpenaee  attending  the  enf oroement  of  the  ool- 
lection  of  the  mortgage  debt^  is  binding  on  his  assignee  or  pozehaear 
from  him,  and  fastens  a  lien  on  the  land  for  these  reasonable 


Bill  filed  by  Steineri  mortgagee,  against  Boutwell  and  wife* 
to  forecloee  a  mortgage  on  lands,  executed  by  one  Hinaon 
January  9, 1878,  and  duly  recorded.  In  June,  1878,  the  wife 
of  Hinson  filed  her  bill  against  him,  setting  up  that  the  mwi- 
gaged  land  was  purchased  with  her  money;  and  in  October, 
1873,  it  was  decreed  that  the  title  to  said  land  be  divested  out 
of  Hinson,  and  vest  in  her.  To  this  bill  Steiner  was  not  a 
party.  Mrs.  Hinson  and  her  husband  went  into  possession  of 
and  lived  on  the  land,  and  in  January,  1877,  conveyed  it  to 
Boutwell  and  wife.    Other  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Oamble  and  Richardson^  for  the  appellant 
R.  E.  Steiner^  contra. 


SoMEBViLLE,  J.  1.  The  mortgagor,  Binson,  having  unccm- 
ditionally  sold  and  conveyed  to  the  appellant,  Boutwell,  his 
entire  interest  in  the  land,  being  a  mere  equity  of  redemption, 
he  was  not  a  necessary  party  to  the  present  suit,  the  purpose 
of  which  is  to  foreclose  the  mortgage  lien.  His  assignee  only 
need  be  made  a  party  defendant:  Batre  v.  Auze^  6  Ala.  173; 
WUkinaon  v.  May^  69  Id.  33;  Barbour  on  Parties,  463;  Story's 
Eq.  PL,  sec.  197. 

2.  The  mortgage  having  been  recorded  in  the  proper  county 
before  Boutwell  purchased  the  land,  he  was  charged  with  a 
knowledge  of  the  lien  created  by  it.  His  possession  under  the 
purchase  could  not  mature  into  a  good  title,  under  the  opera- 
tion of  the  statute  of  limitations,  short  of  ten  years:  Smith  v. 
CfUlam,  80  Ala.  296;  State  v.  Conner,  69  Id.  212.  This  period 
of  time  did  not  elapse  between  the  possession  taken  under  the 
sale  and  the  filing  of  the  present  bill. 

8.  The  appellee,  never  having  been  made  a  party  to  the  bill 
filed  by  Mrs.  Hinson  against  her  husband,  by  which  she  set 
up  a  resulting  trust  in  the  mortgaged  lands,  is  in  no  manner 
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prejudiced  by  the  decree  rendered  in  that  case:  Owen  ▼.  Banh 
head,  76  Ala.  143. 

The  demnrrer  to  the  original  bill,  raising  these  points,  was 
properly  overraled,  even  admitting  the  appellant's  right  to 
assign  errors  on  the  decree  rendered  Angust  80,  1886.  That 
decreOi  we  are  inclined  to  think,  however,  is  final;  and  the 
present  appeal  not  haying  been  taken  until  September  24, 
1887,  more  than  a  year  from  that  date,  and  being  confined  by 
the  condition  of  the  appeal  bond  to  the  decree  rendered  July 
7, 1887|  on  exceptions  taken,  to  the  register's  report,  the  appel- 
lant could  not  assign  errors  on  the  first  decree,  and  the  motion 
to  strike  out  these  assignments  could  properly  be  sustained. 
Bat  we  can  well  rest  this  opinion  on  the  ground  that  the  first 
decree  is  entirely  free  from  error. 

4.  Nor  do  we  discover  any  error  in  the  last  decree  confirm- 
ing  the  register's  report.  The  amount  allowed  by  the  register 
for  the  mules  sold  under  the  mortgage  was  the  price  bid  for 
them  at  the  sale.  It  is  true,  they  were  purchased  by  the  mort- 
gagee at  bis  own  sale,  but  nine  years  had  since  elapsed  up  to 
the  present  suit,  and  no  objection  had  been  interposed  by  the 
mortgagor  showing  his  disapproval  of  the  purchase,  and  ask- 
ing to  disaffirm  the  sale,  ^s  only  mode  of  doing  this  was 
by  filing  a  bill  and  proposing  to  do  equity  by  paying  the  mort- 
gage debt:  EzzeU  v.  Wdtsony  83  Ala.  120;  Garland  v.  Wateon^ 
74  Id.  823.  The  appellant  certainly  cannot  exercise  this  op- 
tion for  him. 

5.  The  mortgagor  had  bound  himself  to  pay  all  costs  of 
recording  the  mortgage,  and  the  costs  and  expenses  attending 
the  enforcement  of  the  collection  of  the  mortgage  debt.  This 
stipulation  was  as  much  binding  on  his  assignee,  the  appel- 
lant, as  the  mortgage  debtor  himself,  and  fastened  a  lien  on 
the  land  for  these  reasonable  expenses.  We  do  not  see  that 
the  several  amounts  allowed  by  the  chancellor,  under  this 
head,  are  at  all  unreasonable,  and  his  decree  must  be  affirmed. 


Ip  HoBiOAOoa  HAS  DnPOSiD  ov  his  iBTSBKr,  his  grantee  only  need  be 
made  perfy  to  loreoloeiire  prooeedingB:  Ooodmuw  ▼.  Aoer,  76  Am.  Deo.  640. 
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Nanob  v.  Nanob. 

[M  ALABAMA*  ITS.] 
HUBBAHD   ASD    WmL  —  AUTEM  UFHAL   SRTUDfBaT   BT  WHIOB    HoaBAHS 

ComrxTS  land  to  tho  wife,  in  oonfiidention  of  the  imnringe^  is  not  hand' 
nlent  and  void  as  to  his  creditors,  althoagb  he  was  at  the  time  insolvent^ 
or  may  have  intended  fraud,  if  the  wife  had  no  notice  of  his  frandvlant 
intent,  and  did  not  partudpate  in  any  sooh  pnipoee  on  his  part 

Id.— Valus  of  PXBS05AL  Skill  and  IsAbok  SmmiD  sr  Hi»- 
BAKD,  in  the  improvement  of  his  wife's  estate,  cannot  be  reached  by  a 
court  of  equity,  and  appropriated  to  the  satisfaction  of  creditors*  daims 
against  the  husband. 

Id.  — Matxbiau  Furnxshsd  sr  Hubbahd  with  hd  Own  Morar,  and 
Ubid  in  Impbovino  ids  Wire's  Pbofsbtt,  if  he  is  emhazraned,  will 
be  regptfded  as  a  gift  in  fraud  of  his  creditors,  who  may  make  the  wife's 
estate  liable  therefor.  But  her  estate  will  not  be  charged,  if  the  whole 
amount  so  expended  by  him,  with  his  other  personal  proper^,  is  of  less 
value  than  the  amount  exempted  from  execution  in  his  hands. 

FbAUDULSNT    Ck>NTN¥AN0I8.  —  CbIDHOB    CANNOT    IXPBACH   AS    FbAUDU- 

LZNT  a  sale  or  voluntary  disposition  of  proper^  which  by  statote  is 
exempt  from  the  payment  of  debts. 
iDb — Fbaud  cannot  bx  Inibbbbd  ibom  Mxbb  Fact  that  two  conveyaucef 
were  executed  when  one  would  have  answered. 

John  T.  Heflin^  for  the  appellants. 

Bishop  a'nd  Whitsonj  and  Watts  and  8on^  contra. 

Clofton,  J.  The  defendants  were  married  in  Febmaiy, 
1867.  Prior  to  the  solemnization  of  the  marriage,  an  agree- 
ment was  entered  into  between  them,  by  which  W.  H.  Nance 
agreed,  in  consideration  of  the  marriage,  to  settle  on  the  in- 
tended wife,  by  good  and  sufiBicient  conveyances,  to  be  exe- 
cuted on  or  before  the  first  day  of  January  thereafter,  certain 
specified  real  estate  situated  in  the  town  of  Talladega.  The 
conveyances  were  executed  as  provided  by  the  agreement 
Appellants,  who  are  judgment  creditors  of  Nance,  and  who 
were  creditors  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  agreement 
and  of  the  marriage,  seek  by  the  bill  to  comdemn  the  real 
estate  to  the  satisfaction  of  their  judgments,  on  the  ground 
that  the  agreement  and  conveyances  are  fraudulent  as  to  his 
creditors. 

Though  fraud  may  be  intended  by  the  husband,  an  ante- 
nuptial settlement  is  not  void  as  to  his  creditors,  if  the  wife 
has  no  notice  of  his  fraudulent  intent;  both  must  concur,  or 
the  wife's  right  will  not  be  affected  thereby.  In  PrewiU  v. 
Fibon,  103  U.  S.  22,  the  husband  was  the  owner  of  a  large 
amount  of  property,  consisting  chiefly  of  lands,  which  be 
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conveyed  to  his  wife  in  conBideration  of  marriage.    He  was 
insolvent,  his  property  being  worth  about  fifty  thousand  dol- 
larB»  and   his  debts   exceeding   seventy  thousand    dollars. 
Though  the  wife  knew  that  he  was  embarrassed  and  in  debt, 
there  was  no  evidence  that  she  was  aware  of  the  amount  of 
his  property,  or  the  extent  of  his  debts,  or  that  he  had  any 
purpose  except  to  induce  her  to  consent  to  the  marriage.    It 
is  said:  ''There  is  an  entire  absence  of  elements,  which  vitiate 
even  an  ordinary  transaction  of  sale  where,  if  set  aside,  the 
parties  may  be  placed  in  their  former  positions.   And  an  ante- 
nuptial  settlement,  though  made  with  a  fraudulent  design  by 
the  settler,  should  not  be  annulled  without  the  clearest  proof 
of  the  wife's  participation  in  the  intended  fraud,  for  upon  its 
annulment  there  can  follow  no  dissolution  of  the  marriage, 
which  was  the  consideration  of  the  settlement."    It  may  be 
that  at  the  time  of  the  agreement  Nance  was  in  fact  insolvent, 
but  if  so  there  is  no  evidence  tending  to  show  that  he  himself 
was  aware  of  it  at  that  time.    It  was  subsequently  revealed 
by  the  development  of  the  condition  of  the  mercantile  business 
in  which  he  was  engaged.    The  wife  was  not  informed,  and 
had  no  reason  to  believe  or  suspect,  so  far  as  appears  from  the 
evidence,  that  he  was  in  debt.    Both  parties  testify,  and  there 
is  nothing  which  casts  a  doubt  on  the  truthfulness  of  their 
statements,  that  no  fraud  was  intended,  and  the  sole  consider- 
ation of  the  agreement  was  the  marriage  as  expressed  therein, 
— the  wife  requiring  a  settlement  to  be  made  on  her  as  a  wise 
and  prudent  provision  against  future  misfortune  or  adversity. 
The  evidence  wholly  fails  to  show  that  she  was  prompted  by  a 
fraudulent  intent,  or  that  she  participated  in  any  such  pur- 
pose on  the  part  of  her  husband. 

Two  conveyances  were  made  by  Nance  to  his  wife  at  differ- 
ent times,  but  both  within  the  time  required  by  the  agreement, 
distinct  lots  being  embraced  in  each  conveyance,  and  both 
conveying  only  the  two  lots  expressly  designated  and  stipu- 
lated. Counsel  contend  that  the  first  conveyance  should  be 
regarded  as  having  been  made  and  accepted  in  full  satisfaction 
of  the  agreement,  leaving  the  second  conveyance  purely  post- 
nuptial. This  position  is  imtenable.  Fraud  cannot  be  in- 
ferred from  the  mere  fact  that  two  conveyances  were  executed 
when  one  would  have  answered.  Marriage  is  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, and  often  regarded  as  of  the  highest  degree  of  value. 
The  husband  was  under  a  moral  and  legal  obligation  to  fully 
pecfonn  the  contract,  upon  the  faith  of  which  the  wife  entered 
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into  the  marital  relation.  Had  he,  after  making  the  first  con- 
Teyanoe,  refased  to  convey  the  other  lot  specified  in  the  agree- 
ment^ a  court  of  equity  would  have  enforced  its  specifio 
performance  by  compelling  the  execution  of  a  conveyance  to 
such  other  lot^  and  will  sustain,  when  voluntarily  done,  what 
would  have  been  compelled:  Lochwood  v.  Nelson^  16  Ala.  294. 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  husband  expended  his  skill 
and  labor  in  making  valuable  erections  and  improvements  oai 
the  lots  after  the  marriage;  and  it  is  insisted  that  complain- 
ants have  a  right  to  condemn  to  their  demands  the  value  of 
the  labor.  The  bestowment  of  the  labor  in  improving  the 
separate  estate  of  the  wife  did  not  constitute  her  a  debtor  to 
the  husband,  nor  can  her  f  eparate  estate  be  charged  therewith 
in  favor  of  the  husband's  creditors.  As  personal  labor  is  not 
the  subject  of  compulsory  sale  for  the  payment  of  debts,  and 
as  a  decree  in  personam  cannot,  in  such  case,  be  rendered 
against  the  wife,  a  court  of  equity  is  iK)werle8s  to  appropriate 
the  value  of  the  labor  to  such  purpose.*  In  Hoot  v.  SorreU^  11 
Ala.  886,  where  this  question  was  considered  and  decided,  it  is 
said:  ''The  labor  was  not  susceptible  of  seizure,  and  the  aux- 
iliary jurisdiction  of  equity  cannot  operate  upon  it.  When 
the  husband  merely  expends  his  personal  labor  in  the  im- 
provement of  his  wife's  estate,  the  estate  is  not  thereby  made 
a  debtor  to  the  husband,  nor  can  the  creditors  charge  it  with 
the  value  of  the  labor." 

Materials  furnished  in  making  erections  or  improvements  on 
the  wife's  separate  real  estate  by  the  husband  with  his  own 
money,  if  he  is  embarrassed,  will  be  regarded  a  gift  in  fraud 
of  his  creditors,  who  may  make  her  estate  liable  therefor.  But 
her  estate  will  not  be  charged  unless  the  bill  alleges,  and  the 
proof  shows,  that  the  materials  furnished  by  the  husband 
were  in  his  hands  subject  to  their  claims.  If  the  husband's 
power  of  disposition  is  not  restricted  as  to  the  creditors,  they 
cannot  complain,  as  no  wrong  is  done  to  them.  A  creditor 
cannot  impeach  as  fraudulent  a  sale  or  voluntary  disposition 
of  property  which,  by  statute,  is  exempt  from  the  payment  of 
debts.  In  a  conveyance  or  other  disposition  of  such  property, 
he  has  no  interest,  and  is  not  thereby  delayed,  hindered,  or 
defrauded,  as  he  could  not  have  subjected  the  property  if  re- 
tained by  the  debtor.  At  the  time  the  materials  were  fur- 
nished by  the  husband,  personal  property  to  the  amount  of 
one  thousand  dollars  was  exempt.  The  duty  to  select  what 
particular  property  he  will  retain  as  exempt  is  devolved  on 
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the  debtor,  when  he  owns  personal  property  exceeding  in  yalue 
the  amoant  exempted,  and  such  eelection  must  be  made  be- 
&re  there  is  a  sale  under  legal  process.  But  if  he  has  not 
property  exceeding  in  value  the  amount  exempted,  a  selection 
is  not  required;  in  such  case,  the  statute  "  attaches  the  ex« 
emption  as  absolutely  and  unconditionally  as  if  the  particular 
property  was  specially  designated  and  declared  exempt": 
AUey  T.  Danielj  75  Ala.  403;  Fellowa  y.  Lewis,  65  Id.  343;  39 
Am.  Bep.  1.  The  averments  of  the  bill  may  be  sufficient,  but 
the  whole  tendency  of  the  evidence  is,  that  at  the  various 
times  when  the  materials  were  furnished,  and  the  engine  and 
other  machinery  were  paid  for,  partly  with  the  money  of  the 
husband,  all  his  personal  property,  including  the  money  so 
used,  was  of  less  value  than  one  thousand  dollars. 
Affirmed. 

VaLCDITT  or  MaBICTAOS  SxITLSMEHT  as  against  HuSBAITD'b  CRXDnOBSS 

See  the  note  to  if «rrftt  ▼.  SeoU,  SO  Am.  Dec.  371-375;  taidEimghioHy.  HQugh- 
fm,  77  Id.  69,  and  note. 

HusBABD^  B7  iMTBOTiiro  WilB^  Lahb  withoat  any  agreament  with  her 
that  hia  labor  and  numey  ahonld  yeat  any  interest  in  him,  aoqnires  no  titlo 
or  intereat  which  hia  erediton  can  reach  by  aid  of  a  coort  of  eqnity:  Webaier 
T.  BadrM,  78  Am.  Deo.  632;  fWfer  v.  Aiden,  99  Id.  173,  and  notea. 
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CBomrAL  Law.  —  Bbbizitial  ComnmrxiiT  aw  Cbxmm  ov  Rami  is»  that  the 
act  ahoold  be  intended  to  be  done  with  f oroe,  aetoal  or  oonstnictiye^ 
and  withoat  the  woman's  consent,  express  or  implied.  If  she  was  at 
the  time  nnconscioas,  or  in  a  state  of  stnpefaction,  the  idea  of  force  is 
necessarily  involved  in  the  wrongful  act  itself,  —  the  act  of  penetration. 
If  she  is  idiotic  or  noit  compos^  she  is  regarded  as  incapable  of  giving  con- 
sent; bnt  the  mere  fact  that  she  is  weak-minded  does  not  disable  her 
from  conaenting  to  the  act 

In.— Whksb,  oh  Trial  vor  Rape,  Evzdingb  Tends  to  Show  that 
Fbosbodtbix  was  Wkak-minded,  bnt  not  that  she  was  idiotic,  or  so 
eon  compcm  as  to  be  incapable  of  consenting,  it  is  error  to  refuse  to  charge 
that  *'  if  the  jnry  have  a  reasonable  doabt  that  the  defendant  did  the  act 
with  or  withont  the  consent  of  the  prosecutrix,  although  they  may  be- 
lieve there  was  force  used,  and  she  was.  a  woman  of  weak  mind,  they 
must  acquit  the  defendant.'* 

lAi--8nici  Ck>N8iirr  Given  bt  Woman  mat  si  Imflibd  os  well  as  ex- 
press, a  charge  that  "  if  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that  the  con- 
duct of  the  prosecutrix  was  such  toward  defendant  at  the  time  of  the 
alleged  rape  as  to  create  in  the  mind  of  the  defendant  the  honest  and 
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WMomMe  belkf  that  the  lud  eonaented,  or  wu  wiOiiig  for  drfondiiit  to 
luiT«  eoiiiieoti<m  with  her,  they  mut  aoqnit  tlie  dsfandaati''  is  propst^ 
and  to  refoM  it  ii  orror. 
Id.— Oh  Trial  fob  Rapi»  Cbaslaoteb,  or  Pbosioutrix  iob  CBAwear, 
or  the  want  of  it,  is  competent  evidence  at  bearing  on  the  probability  ef 
her  content  to  the  del endant't  act  Bot  the  impeadiment  of  her  chir- 
aoter  in  thit  respect  mntt  ha  confined  to  general  eridenee  of  her  repnta- 
tion,  except  that  the  may  ba  Intemgated  at  to  her  prariona  tntaroonat 
with  the  defendant 

Indictmbst  for  rape*  The  defendant  requested  certain 
charges,  the  subetanoe  of  which  appear  in  the  head*nole  and 
opinion.  Bach  charge  being  refased  by  the  court,  the  defend- 
ant excepted. 

W.  L.  Paris  and  H.  0.  WUey^  for  the  appellant 

T.  JV.  McClellanj  aitomey^eneral^  contra. 

SoMSBVius,  J.  The  indictment,  following  the  form  au- 
thorized by  statute  (Grim.  Code,  1886,  p.  275,  Form  No.  69), 
charges  that  the  defendant  '*  forcibly  ravished ''  the  prosecu- 
trix. 

It  is  an  essential  constituent  of  the  crime  of  rape  that  the 
act  should  be  intended  to  be  done  with  force,  actual  or  con- 
structiye,  and  without  the  woman's  consent.  The  forms  of 
indictment  in  the  code,  both  for  rape  and  for  an  assault  with  in- 
tent to  ravish,  each  use  the  word  "forcibly''  as  necessary  in  the 
description  of  these  ofifenses,  and  at  common  law  it  was  equally 
regarded  as  an  essential  element  in  the  description  of  this 
high  crime  against  law  and  morality:  MeNair  v.  Statej  63  Ala 
453;  DawKns  v.  Slate,  58  Id.  376;  29  Am.  Rep.  764;  1  Whar- 
ton's Grim.  Law,  9th  ed.,  sec.  562;  State  v.  Murphy^  6  Ala 
765;  Lewie  v.  State,  80  Id.  54;  Waller  v.  StaU,  40  Id.  826. 

It  is  true  that  the  element  of  force  need  not  be  actual,  but 
may  be  coDstructive  or  implied.  If  the  woman  is  mentally 
unconscious  from  drink  or  sleep,  or  from  other  cause  is  in  a 
state  of  stupefaction,  so  that  the  act  of  the  unlawful  carnal 
knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  man  was  committed  without  her 
conscious  and  voluntary  permission,  the  idea  of  force  is  neces- 
sarily involved  in  the  wrongful  act  itself, — the  act  of  penetra- 
tion. But  even  in  cases  of  this  kind  the  intent  to  use  force,  if 
necessary  to  accomplish  the  ofifense,is  essential  to  criminality: 
1  Wharton's  Grim.  Law,  9th  ed.,  sec.  550. 

An  acquiescence  obtained  by  duress,  or  fear  of  personal  vio- 
lence, will  avail  nothing,  the  law  regarding  such  submission 
as  no  consent  at  all.    If  the  mind  of  the  woman  is  overpow- 
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1  red  by  a  display  of  pbyaical  force,  throngfa  threats,  expressed 
or  impHed,  or  otherwise,  or  she  ceases  resistance  through  fear 
of  great  harm,  the  consummation  of  unlawful  intercourse  by 
the  man  would  be  rape:  1  Wharton's  Crim.  Law,  sec.  657;  2 
Bishop's  Grim.  Law,  7th  ed.,  sec.  1125;  8  Greenl.  Ev.,  14th 
ed.,  sec.  211. 

The  mere  fact  that  a  woman  is  weak-minded  does  not  dis- 
able or  debar  her  from  consenting  to  the  act.  It  has  been 
said  that  a  woman  with  a  less  degree  of  intelligence  than  is 
requisite  to  make  a  contract  may  consent  to  carnal  connec- 
tion, so  that  the  act  will  not  be  rape  in  the  man,  but  ''if  she 
is  so  idiotic  as  to  be  absolutely  incapable  of  consent,  the  con- 
nection with  her  is  rape":  2  Bishop's  Crim.  Law,  sec.  1121. 
The  principle,  as  expressed  by  another  high  authority,  is,  that 
"carnal  intercourse  with  a  woman,  incapable,  from  mental  dis- 
ease (whether  that  disease  be  idiocy  or  mania),  of  giving  con- 
sent, is  rape":  1  Wharton's  Crim.  Law,  sec.  660. 

The  evidence  tends  to  show  that  the  prosecutrix  was  weak- 
minded  merely,  not  that  she  was  idiotic,  or  so  non  compos  as 
to  be  incapable  of  giving  consent  to  the  act  of  carnal  connec- 
tion with  the  defendant.  Li  view  of  this  fact,  and  the  prin- 
ciples above  announced,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  circuit 
court  erred  in  refusing  the  second  and  third  charges  requested 
by  the  defendant. 

The  fourth  charge  requested  by  the  defendant  should  also 
have  been  given.  The  consent  given  by  the  prosecutrix  may 
have  been  implied  as  well  as  express,  and  the  defendant 
would  be  justified  in  assuming  the  existence  of  such  consent 
if  the  conduct  of  the  prosecutrix  towards  him  at  the  time  of 
the  occurrence  was  of  such  a  nature  as  to  create  in  his  mind 
the  honest  and  reasonable  belief  that  she  had  consented  by 
yielding  her  will  freely  to  the  commission  of  the  act.  Any  re- 
sistance on  the  woman's  part  falling  short  of  this  measure 
would  be  insufficient  to  overcome  the  implication  of  consent. 

The  circumstances  under  which  it  is  permissible  to  prove 
the  details  of  a  complaint  by  a  prosecutrix,  as  to  an  alleged 
rape,  are  fully  discussed  in  Bamett  v.  State^  83  Ala.  40,  and 
Griffm  v.  State^  76  Id.  29;  and  the  principles  there  announced 
will  be  a  sufficient  guide  for  the  court  on  another  trial. 

That  the  prosecutrix  was  a  woman  of  chaste  or  unchaste 
character  was  perfectly  competent  evidence,  under  all  the  au- 
thorities, as  bearing  on  the  probability  or  improbability  of  her 
consent  to  the  alleged  act  of  intercourse  with  the  defendant. 
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The  impeaohment  of  her  character  in  this  particular  mast, 
howeyer,  be  confined  to  general  evidence  of  her  reputation. 
Particular  ingtanoes  of  her  unchastity  cannot  be  proved  for 
thiB  purpoeCy  except  that  she  may  be  interrogated  as  to  her 
previous  intercourse  with  the  prisoner,  although  not  as  to  par- 
ticular instances  with  third  persons:  8  Greenl.  Ev.,  14ih  ed., 
sec.  214;  1  Wharton's  Crim.  Ev.,  9th  ed.,  sec.  568;  Boddie  v. 
SiaU^  52  Ala.  895. 

We  discover  no  other  errors  in  the  record  than  those  above 
pointed  out. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded.  The 
prisoner  will,  in  the  mean  while,  be  retained  in  custody  until 
discharged  by  due  process  of  law. 


Bapi»  QmnuLiLr:  See  the  extended  note  to  AnlCik  ▼.  Siat%  SO  Am.  Dee. 
8S6. 

FoBOB,  AoTCAL  OB  Comfi'uwi'iv E,  18  ▲  HscnaABT  SuncBHT  or  THa 
Csna  ov  Raps:  See  BaUei^  r.  CommfmweaUk,  S  Am.  St^  Bep.  87,  and  nofeau 
Sezoal  interooQise  with  inaue  woman  who  conaente  ie  not  npe^  nnleae  the 
man,  knowing  the  woman  to  be  insane^  takes  advantage  of  that  £aot  to  car* 
Daily  know  her,  and  she  is  nnconscions  of  the  nature  of  the  act;  PeopU  ▼• 
Oro98well,  87  Am.  Deo.  774»  and  note. 

OsunuL  OBASLLoroL  ow  FnoBiouTiaz  xs  nr  Ibbos  oh  Tbzal  voa  Harts 
8iat9r,  Reed,  94  Am.  Deo.  887. 
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WiTJiiss  OAinroT  bb  Ookrllbd  to  Abswbb  Airr  Quiskioh  the  axiswer  to 
whioh  would  tsnd  to  criminate  him;  bat  this  privilege  does  not  extend 
to  an  answer  tiie  tmdenoy  of  which  is  merely  to  hnmiliate  and  degrade 
the  witness.  And  if  the  proseontion  for  the  offense  is  haned  by  the 
statnte  of  limitations,  the  reason  of  the  pririlege  ceases,  and  the  witness 
shoold  be  compelled  to  answer. 

WinTBM.  — Ov  Tbxal  aw  Fbmalb  Chabobd  with  Bmro  CSomkok  PBoen« 
TUTi^  witness  has  privilege  of  refusing  to  answer  whether  he  faaa  had 
seznal  interooorae  with  the  aocosedt  on  the  groond  that  his  answer 
would  constitote  an  essential  link  in  the  chain  of  testimony  sofficient  to 
convict  him  of  a  criminal  offense. 

Arrington  and  Orahan^  and  Sice  and  Wiley^  for  the  peti- 
tioner. 

Thomas  N.  McClellan^  attomey-generalj  contra. 

Clofton,  J.    The  petitioner  was  adjudged  goilty  of  a  oon- 
tempt,  and  ordered  to  be  imprisoned,  for  refusing  to  answer  a 
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question  propounded  to  bim  as  a  witness.  His  refdsal  wa» 
based  on  the  ground  that  his  answer  would  tend  to  criminate,, 
humiliate,  and  degrade  him.  We  may  discard  from  consid* 
eration  the  ground  that  the  tendency  of  the  answer  would  be 
to  humiliate  and  degrade.  The  privilege  of  refusing  to  an« 
swer  is  restricted  to  questions  answering  which  may  tend  to 
criminate  the  witness,  or  expose  him  to  punishment:  HaU  v. 
Statey  40  Ala.  698.  It  is  an  established  and  universally  ac- 
cepted maxim  of  the  common  law  that  a  witness  shall  not  be 
compelled  to  answer  any  question  that  tends  to  criminate 
him,  or  to  expose  him  to  a  criminal  prosecution,  or  to  a  pen- 
alty,  which  finds  expression  in  the  constitutional  guaranty 
that  no  person  shaU  be  compelled  to  give  evidence  against 
himself.  The  right  of  exemption  extends,  not  only  to  an- 
swers which  may  criminate,  but  also  to  such  as  may  tend  to 
criminate. 

On  the  trial  of  a  female  charged  with  being  a  common 
prostitute,  and  having  no  honest  employment  whereby  to 
maintain  herself,  under  section  4218  of  the  Code  of  1876,  the 
petitioner  was  called  by  the  prosecution  and  sworn  as  a  wit- 
ness. Having  testified  that  he  was  a  witness  before  the  grand 
jury  in  July,  1887,  when  the  indictment  was  found,  the  ques- 
tion was  proposed  to  him,  whether  or  not  he  had  had  sexual 
intercourse  with  the  accused  .within  six  months  prior  to  the 
time  he  was  before  the  grand  jury.  The  court  instructed  the 
witness  that  it  was  his  duty,  and  directed  him,  to  answer 
the  question.  The  witness  refused  to  answer;  whereupon  the 
court  adjudged  him  guilty  of  a  contempt,  and  ordered  his 
imprisonment.  By  the  rule  as  held  in  this  state,  it  was 
the  province  of  the  court  to  determine,  in  the  first  instance, 
whether  a  direct  answer  to  the  question  proposed  would  fur- 
nish criminating  evidence  against  the  witness.  The  rule  is 
founded  on  the  duty  of  the  court  to  take  care  that  the  exer- 
cise of  the  privilege  shall  not  extend,  by  mistake  or  error  of 
the  witness,  or  on  simulated  pretense,  to  the  suppression  of 
evidence,  which  is  necessary  to  the  due  administration  of  the 
law,  and  in  giving  which  there  can  be  no  real  and  apprecia- 
ble danger  of  crimination,  or  exposure  to  prosecution,  or  to 
any  kind  of  punishment:  Calhoun  v.  Thompsony  56  Ala.  166; 
28  Am.  Bep.  754.  It  is  also  of  the  highest  importance  that 
the  witness  shall  be  protected  in  the  proper  and  rightful  exer- 
cise of  his  privilege,  which  has  for  its  object  the  security  of 
life  and  liberty.    The  court  should  not  require  the  witness  to 
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fully  ezpl&in  the  manner  in  which  his  answer  may  tend  to 
criminate  him,  as  the  purpose  of  the  privilege  may  be  thereby 
defeated;  nor  should  he  be  required  to  answer,  when  he  claims 
his  privilegei  unless,  from  the  nature  of  the  answer  and  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  it  is  evident  to  the  court  that  his 
itnswer  cannot  have  any  tendency  to  expose  him  to  a  crimi- 
nal charge  or  prosecution,  or  to  a  penalty.  If  the  prosecution 
for  the  offense  is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  tne  rea- 
wson  of  the  privilege  ceases,  and  the  witness  should  be  com- 
Qieiled  to  answer.  The  record  only  presents  the  question 
proposed  to  the  witness,  and  the  nature  of  the  case  which  was 
being  tried.  No  other  circumstances  are  disclosed,  and  the 
Blatute  of  limitations  had  not  barred  a  prosecution  at  the  time 
the  witness  was  being  examined.  The  question,  therefore,  is, 
whether  his  answer  would  tend  prima  facie  to  expose  him  to  a 
criminal  charge. 

Under  the  statutes,  there  are  crimes  in  which  sexual  inter- 
t)0urse  is  an  important  and  essential  fact.  Reference  to  one 
will  suffice.  Section  4012  of  Code  of  1886  makes  it  an  offense, 
indictable  and  punishable,  for  any  man  and  woman  to  live  to- 
gether in  adultery  or  fornication.  It  is  true  that  the  statute 
was  not  designed  to  punish  a  single  act,  or  occasional  acts  of 
illicit  intercourse.  It  was  intended  to  prohibit  and  punish  a 
state  or  condition  of  cohabitation,  intended  by  the  parties  to 
be  continuous  at  their  pleasure.  This  state  of  cohabitation 
may  be  assumed  in  a  single  day,  if  such  is  their  purpose;  and 
if  the  parties  live  together  in  adultery  or  fornication  for  a  sin- 
gle day,  intending  a  continuance  of  the  connection,  the  offense 
is  complete,  though  it  may  be  unexpectedly  broken  off  by 
some  extraneous  cause:  Hall  v.  StaUy  53  Ala.  463.  While  a 
single  act,  or  occasional  acts,  are  not  offenses  against  the 
criminal  law,  sexual  intercourse  is  an  essential  element  of  the 
statutory  crime.  A  witness  should  not  be  compelled  to  an- 
swer a  question  the  answer  to  which  will  disclose  an  impor- 
tant and  essential  fact  of  the  crime,  to  a  prosecutioD  for  which 
he  may  be  exposed,  or  which  constitutes  a  necessary  and 
essential  link  in  the  chain  of  testimony  sufficient  to  convict 
If  the  witness  is  compelled  to  answer  a  question  which  calls 
for  only  one  act  of  criminal  intercourse,  which  would  not  of 
itself  tend  to  criminate,  question  may  nevertheless  succeed 
^question,  until  the  answers  to  all  would  furnish  sufficient  evi- 
dence on  which  to  base  a  criminal  prosecution.  A  witness 
•hould  not  be  compelled  to  answer  as  to  any  one  act  the  con- 
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8tant  and  freqnent  repetition  of  which  may  constitnte  the 
statntorj  offense,  and  ftimish  Bu£5cient  evidence  to  convict. 
On  a  prosecution  for  living  together  in  adultery  or  fornication, 
all  the  constituents  of  the  offense  may  he  estahlished  except 
the  fact  of  sexual  intercourse,  and  this  he  shown  by  the  an- 
swer of  the  witness  to  the  question  proposed,  thus  compelling 
him  to  furnish  an  essential  link  in  the  chain  of  testimony: 
French  v.  Venneman,  14  Ind.  282;  Ford  v.  States  29  Id.  541;  95 
Am.  Dec.  658. 

The  order  of  the  city  court  adjudging  the  petitioner  guilty 
of  a  contempt,  and  ordering  his  imprisonment,  must  be 
quashed,  and  the  petitioner  discharged. 

Wmrsss  kebd  kot  Ausweb  QuiBTioir  WmoH  wHiL  Tmkd  to  Cowfm 
Him  of  a  crime:  Chamberlain  t.  WUltoin^  36  Am.  Deo.  866|  bat  he  oannot  r» 
fuse  to  answer  becanae  the  antwere  would  hare  a  tendeacqr  to  hi«  dispftnge- 
ment  or  diegraoe:  Siaie  t.  PaUermm,  38  Id.  S89. 
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CoxTRACT  ow  EMTLOTMXNTy  entered  into  by  telegraphic  oorreepondenoe^ 
agreeing  to  serve  for  "one  thousand  dollars  a  jear,"  nnezpUdned,  ia  a 
contract  for  a  jear'a  service  for  that  sum,  to  be  paid  in  gross. 

Bjoodixs  ow  Emplotbs  Wbonofullt  Disohabokd  BXFORi  E5i>  ow  TiBM: 
1.  He  may  elect  to  treat  the  contract  as  rescinded,  and  sue  ontkqwuUum 
meruU;  or  2.  He  may  sue  for  an  entire  breach  of  the  contract  by  the 
defendant,  and  recover  all  damages  sustained  up  to  the  trial;  or  3.  He 
may  wait  until  his  wages  would  mature  under  the  terms  of  the  contract, 
and  sue  and  recover  as  upon  performance  on  his  part. 

Whkn  Waoks  arm  Patabls  w  Installmbnts,  Suits  mat  bs  Brouoht  on 
the  several  installments  as  they  mature. 

Plaintivf  oannot  Split  up  Single  Oausi  ov  Aotion  into  two  or  more 
saitsy  and  if  he  does  so,  and  recovers  part  of  his  demand,  this  is  a  waiver 
of  and  bar  to  the  residue  of  his  claim. 

JUDGMKNTS.  —  ELEMENTS    NeCBSSART    TO    CONSTITUTB    JUDGMENT    IN    OnB 

Suit  Bar  to  a  second  suit  are:  1.  That  the  issue  in  the  second  suit, 
upon  which  the  judgment  is  brought  to  bear,  was  a  material  issue  in  the 
first  suit,  necessarily  determined  by  the  judgment  therein;  and  2.  That 
the  former  judgment  was  upon  the  merits. 
RiooTERT  ow  Judgment  bt  Discharged  Emplotee,  had  in  an  action 
claiming  wages  for  the  month  in  which  he  was  discharged,  is  conclusive 
of  the  fact  that  his  wages  were  due  and  payable  in  monthly  installments, 
and  also  estops  the  defendant  from  denying  that  he  discharged  the  plain* 
tiff  without  cause. 

Action  to  recover  balance  alleged  to  be  due  for  services  ren- 
dered.   The  opinion  states  the  material  facts.    At  the  plain- 
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tiff's  reqaesty  the  court  charged  the  jnry  as  follows:  1.  **If  the 
jury  believe  all  the  evidence,  they  must  find  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff."  2.  ''  If  the  jury  believe  the  evidence,  the  plaintiff 
would  beeatttled  to  racofer  the  balance  due  under  said  con- 
tract for  each  month,  or  part  of  a  month  thereof  from  the 
first  day  of  August,  1885,  at  the  contract  price,  until  the  end 
of  the  contract  year,  which  was  February  29, 1886,  with  in- 
terest thereon  from  this  last  date."    The  defendant  excepted. 

ArringUm  and  Qrdhamf  for  the  appellant 

IVoy,  Tomphins,  and  London,  c<mtra. 

Stonb,  C.  J.  The  most  important  inquiry  in  this  case,  alike 
of  law  and  of  fact,  was,  whether  Chidester  was  employed  by 
Liddell  to  perform  a  year's  service  for  one  thousand  ddUars,  to 
be  paid  in  gross,  or  to  be  paid  in  monthly  installments.  If 
the  former,  then  the  recovery  and  enforcement  of  the  judg- 
ment for  a  part  of  the  demand  in  June,  1886,  is  a  complete 
defense  and  bar  to  this  action,  and  nothing  should  be  recov- 
ered. This,  under  the  well-known  principle  that  a  plaintiff 
cannot  split  up  a  single  cause  of  action  into  two  or  more  suits; 
and  if  he  does  so,  and  recovers  a  part  of  his  demand,  this  is  a 
waiver  of  and  a  bar  to  the  residue  of  his  claim,  be  it  much  or 
little:  Oliver  Y.  Holt,  11  Ala.  574;  66  Am.  Dec.  228;  O'Neal  y. 
Browrij  21  Ala.  482;  S.  &  N.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Henlein,  56  Id.  368; 
Wharton  v.  King,  69  Id.  365. 

If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  wages  were  due  and  demandable 
at  the  end  of  each  month,  then  the  recovery  of  one  instaU- 
ment,  unreversed,  is  a  complete  answer  to  and  preclusion  of 
all  defenses  to  the  merits  which  were  or  could  be  pleaded  to 
such  second  suit:  Rakes  y.  Pope,  7  Ala.  161;  3Brickell's  Di- 
gest, p.  580,  sees.  75  et  seq.;  Wharton  on  Civil  Evidence,  sec 
758;  Gardner  v.  Buckbee,  3  Cow.  120;  15  Am.  Dec.  256. 

The  contract  in  this  case  was  by  telegraphic  correspondence. 
Liddell's  offer  was:  ''  If  one  thousand  dollars  a  year  is  an  in- 
ducement, come  immediately.  Answer."  Chidester's  accept- 
ance was:  "  Will  accept  one  thousand  dollars  a  year."  These 
communications,  unexplained,  show  a  single  contract  for  a 
year,  the  wages  to  be  one  thousand  dollars  in  gross. 

There  was  testimony  that  up  to  the  time  of  Chidester's  dis- 
charge his  wages  were  paid  to  him  monthly;  but  the  testimonj 
on  this  subject  was  somewhat  in  conflict:  Partridge  v.  For^yih^ 
29  Ala.  200;  Corn.  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Capital  City  Ins.  Co.,  Slid. 
320;  60  Am.  Rep.  162. 
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It  is  contended  for  the  appellee  that  the  Terdict  and  jnd^ 
ment  in  the  former  suit — that  which  was  tried  in  1886 — are 
condnsiye  that  Ghidecter's  vrages  were  dne  and  payable  in 
monthly  instaUments;  and  that  without  snch  finding  the  jury 
could  not  have  rendered  a  verdict  in  his  favor.  The  elements 
necessary  to  constitute  a  judgment  in  one  suit  a  bar  to  a  second 
suit  are:  "  1.  That  the  issue  in  the  second  action,  upon  which 
the  judgment  is  brought  to  bear,  was  a  material  issue  in  the 
first  action,  necessarily  determined  by  the  judgment  therein; 
2.  That  the  former  judgment  was  upon  the  merits  ":  Freeman 
on  Judgments,  sec.  266.  "  It  is  only  of  those  matters  which, 
as  premises,  enter  into  and  uphold  the  judgment  (the  judg- 
ment being  the  conclusion  of  the  syllogism),  and  connected, 
qualifying  matters,  which,  if  produced,  would  change  or  im- 
pair  the  legal  force  and  effect  of  the  cause  of  action  itself  on 
which  the  judgment  was  rendered,  that  the  judgment  pro- 
nounced becomes  conclusive":  Hacu  v.  Taylor,  80  Ala.  459. 
To  be  a  bar,  it  must  appear  that  the  fact  claimed  to  have  been 
established  "  was  essential  to  the  finding  of  the  former  ver- 
dict": 1  Greenl.  Ev.,  sec.  634;  Charriberlain  v.  OaiUard^  26  Ala. 
604;  Oitbreath  v.  Jones^  66  Id.  129;  McCall  v.  Jones,  72  Id.  868; 
HaTiehey  v.  Cosbrey,  81  Id.  149. 

In  the  first  suit,  instituted  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  the 
cause  of  action  was  described  as  follows:  "  The  plaintiff  claims 
of  defendant  $41.60,  due  by  account  on  26th  of  July,  1885,  for 
salary  due  and  for  services  rendered  by  plaintiff  to  the  defend- 
ant." When  the  case  reached  the  circuit  court  by  appeal,  a 
new  complaint  was  filed  with  three  counts,  two  common  and 
one  special.  The  first  count  was  '*  for  work  and  labor  done  by 
the  plaintiff  for  the  defendant,  and  at  his  request,  during  the 
month  of  July,  1885."  The  second  count  was  for  the  '*sum  of 
fifty  dollars,  due  by  account  stated  between  the  plaintiff  and 
the  defendant  on,  to  wit,  the  first  day  of  August,  1885."  The 
third  count  was  a  special  count.  It  averred  that  there  was  a 
contract  for  a  year,  the  wages  to  be  paid  in  monthly  install- 
ments of  $88.33;  that  plaintiff,  Chidester,  was  serving,  and 
ready  to  serve,  when  on  July  15, 1885,  without  fault  on  his 
part,  LiddeU  discharged  him,  paying  him  on  that  month's 
wages  thirty  dollars,  leaving  the  balance,  $41.60,  unpaid.  For 
that  balance,  with  interest,  this  count  claimed  judgment.  The 
recovery  was  for  that  sum,  with  interest,  which  was  acquiesced 
in  and  paid. 

It  is  settled  in  this  state,  by  many  decisions,  that  when  Chi« 
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deeter  was  discharged  he  had  the  option  of  one  of  three  renie« 
diee,  if  the  discharge  was  wrongful:  1.  He  could  have  elected 
to  treat  the  contract  as  rescinded,  and  sue  on  a  quantum  meruit 
for  any  labor  he  may  have  performed;  2.  He  could  have  sued 
at  once  for  an  entire  breach  of  the  contract  by  the  defendantp 
in  which  event  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  recover  all  dam* 
ages  he  suffered  up  to  the  trial,  not  exceeding  the  entire  wages 
he  could  have  earned  under  the  contract;  or  3.  He  could  have 
waited  until  his  wages  would  mature  under  the  terms  of  the 
contract,  and  sue  and  recover  as  upon  performance  on  his 
part.  Bach  of  these  alternative  rights,  as  we  have  seen,  was 
dependent  on  his  fixing  on  Liddell  the  fault  of  his  discharge: 
Strauss  v.  Meertief^  64  Ala.  299;  88  Am.  Rep.  8;  Daviav.  Ayres^ 
9  Ala.  292;  Ramey  v.  Holeombej  21  Id.  567;  Fowler  v.  Armour^ 
24  Id.  194;  HoUoway  v.  Talbot,  70  Id.  389;  WaHnson  v.  Elaek^ 
80  Id.  329;  3  Wait's  Actions  and  Defenses,  606.  And  when 
wages  are  payable  in  installments,  suits  may  be  brought  on 
the  several  installments  as  they  mature:  Davis  v.  Prestofi,  6 
Ala.  83. 

It  is  manifest  that  the  former  suit  was  not  brought  on  the 
first  of  the  alternate  grounds  stated  above.  There  is  nothing 
to  show  that  it  relied  on  the  rescission  or  abandonment  of  the 
contract;  and  if  it  had,  there  were  no  past  services  actually 
rendered  and  unpaid  for  on  which  to  found  a  recovery.  The 
suit  was  for  that  part  of  the  salary  for  July  which  had  not 
been  paid.  Nor  was  the  suit  brought  on  the  second  of  the 
grounds, — an  entire  breach  of  the  contract.  On  the  contrary, 
it  treated  the  contract  as  continuing  through  the  month  of 
July,  and  sued  for  the  wages  alleged  to  have  been  construe* 
tively  earned  in  July,  after  the  discharge. 

The  former  suit  was  then  brought  on  the  third  of  the 
grounds,  treating  the  contract  as  still  binding  on  Liddell,  and 
claiming  wages  according  to  its  terms.  It  was  brought  July 
27,  1886,  the  first  day  after  the  completion  of  one  of  the 
months  of  the  wage-year.  If  the  contract  was  for  the  pay- 
ment of  one  thousand  dollars  in  gross  at  the  end  of  the  year, 
February  26,  1886,  that  suit  was  prematurely  brought,  and 
there  could  have  been  no  recovery.  It  was  indispensable  to 
plaintiff's  right  of  recovery  to  show  that  by  the  terms  of  the 
contract  his  wages  were  due  in  monthly  installments,  one  in- 
stallment of  which  had  matured.  This  was  "essential  to  the 
finding  of  the  former  verdict" 

The  foregoing  facts  are  placed  beyond  dispute  in  the  reoord 
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before  as.  They  estop  Liddell  from  denying  that  by  the  terms 
of  his  contract  with  Chidester  he  was  to  pay  him  wages  in 
monthly  installments,  and  that  he  discharged  plaintiff  with* 
ont  cause.  And  the  same  inevitable  result  would  follow,  no 
matter  what  proof  he  might  offer  that  the  contract  was  for  the 
payment  of  Chidester's  salary  in  gross,  and  that  he  had  good 
grounds  for  discharging  him. 

We  have  not  deemed  it  necessary  to  consider  the  rulings 
on  depQurrer.  Whether  right  or  wrong,  they  could  not  haye 
affected  the  defendant  injuriously. 

There  was  no  error  in  the  charges  of  the  court 

Affirmed. 

ElCFLOTEB  WBONOrULLT  DlBCHABOXD  IB  EmTTTLID  TO  RsOOYn  COMPIM- 

■ATiOK  for  the  whole  term  of  employment:  Kingy.  Stdren,  S4  Am.  Dec  41 9| 
bnt  if  he  sues  before  the  end  of  the  term,  hie  action  ie  for  breach  of  oomtraet^ 
end  a  judgment  for  damaget  will  be  »  bar  to  further  reoovery:  Booge  r,  Pa^ 
tSfic  R.  E.  Co.,  82  Id.  leO;  8tra»u»  t.  MeerUtf,  38  Am.  Bep.  8. 

Bkootsbt  of  Pabt  ov  Bmtibb  Dm  wnx  Bab  tbb  BaoofiBT  ov  tbm 
Bisiiyus:  See  Baier  ▼.  Baker,  75  Am.  Deo.  248. 
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[84  Alabama,  617.J 
>— BuBDm  OF  Pboof. — Whshs  Monxt  is  Dbjtxbid  bt  Qm 
PxBflOH  TO  AjroTHXB,  WTTBOiTT  CovBmxiuTiov,  to  be  applied  to  tli# 
uae  of  »  third  person,  the  order  to  apply  may  be  ooontermanded  bj 
the  depoaitor  »t  any  time  before  the  money  has  been  appropriated  to  th* 
vaee  intended,  and  in  an  action  by  him  for  the  money,  the  bnrden  ia 
on  the  defendant  to  show  that  he  had  applied  it  as  directed. 

OVAXDIAN    AND    WaBD.  —  IH    AcnON    BT    GUABDIAN  TO   RflOOYBB  FUKDS 

Pl«ACBi>  BT  Him  in  the  defendant's  hands,  to  be  specially  applied 
to  the  nse  of  the  plaintiff's  ward,  proof  that  the  plaintiff  had  been 
ened  by  another  person  for  the  tuition  of  the  ward  is,  as  to  the  defend* 
mni,  ret  hUer  alioe  acta,  or  mere  hearsay  eyidence,  and  inadmissible. 
QiFT.  —  If  Onb  Deglxhbs  to  Bbooicb  Donbb  of  Dbbt  by  taking  th* 
debtor's  note  payable  to  her  as  proposed  by  the  donor,  bat  for  the  pnr» 
pose  of  placing  it  beyond  the  reach  of  her  creditors  procorea  the  note  ta 
be  made  payable  to  her  minor  child,  the  gift  to  her  was  never  perf ected» 
■ad  she  ia  estopped  from  assailing  the  validity  of  the  transfer  to  her 

AssuKPSiT.    The  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Lomax  and  Tystm^  for  the  appelhint 
Siee  and  Wiley,  contra. 
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SoMSBYiLLB,  J.  The  evidence  tends  to  show  that  the  plain- 
tiff, McCuUough,  had,  from  time  to  time,  placed  funds  in  the 
hands  of  the  defendant,  Thweatt,  to  be  specially  applied  bj 
him  to  the  uses  of  a  certain  minor,  who  was  the  ward  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  for  whom  he  had  been  appointed  guardian. 

This  fact  being  satisfactorily  proved,  with  the  amount  of 
the  funds  thus  deposited  with  the  defendant,  the  burden  would 
be  upon  the  defendant  to  show  that  he  had  applied  the  money 
as  directed.  Where  money  is  delivered  by  one  person  to  an- 
other, without  any  present  valuable  consideration,  with  direc* 
tion  to  apply  for  the  use  of  a  third  person,  the  order  to  apply 
may  be  countermanded  by  the  depositor  at  any  time  before 
the  receiver  has  appropriated  it  to  the  uses  intended,  or  has, 
expressly  or  impliedly,  entered  into  some  arrangement  with 
the  other  party  by  which  he  would  be  prejudiced  by  the  revo- 
cation of  the  original  order:  Coleman  v.  Hatcher^  77  Ala.  217; 
2  Greenl.  Ev.,  sec.  119.  The  bringing  of  the  present  suit 
operated  in  this  case  to  cast  on  the  defendant  the  burden  of 
proving  that  he  had  appropriated  the  funds  received  from  the 
plaintiff  to  the  uses  designated,  and  the  court,  in  effect^  so 
ruled  on  the  trial. 

The  circuit  court,  however,  improperly  allowed  the  fact  to 
be  proved  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  sued  for  the  tuition  of 
his  ward.  This  was,  at  most,  merely  a  naked  assertion  by 
the  plaintiff  in  that  action  that  the  tuition  had  never  been 
paid  by  the  defendant  out  of  the  funds  deposited  with  him 
for  that  purpose,  dignified,  it  may  be,  by  a  resort  to  a  court  of 
justice.  As  to  the  defendant,  it  was  rea  inter  alio8  acta^  or 
mere  hearsay  evidence,  and  was  inadmissible  to  prove  that  he 
had  not  paid  the  debt  in  question.  For  this  error  the  judg- 
ment must  be  reversed. 

We  notice  but  one  other  point  which  will  be  likely  to  arise 
again  on  another  trial.  This  is  the  status  of  the  fund  accru- 
ing from  the  Huggins  note.  It  is  claimed  by  the  defendant 
that  this  note  was  in  fact  the  property  of  the  defendant's  wife, 
as  a  part  of  her  statutory  separate  estate,  although  it  was 
made  payable  to  the  plaintiff's  ward,  who  was  her  daughter. 
The  maker,  Huggins,  owed  Mrs.  Barclay,  the  mother  of  Mrs. 
Thweatt,  and  the  grandmother  of  the  ward.  Mrs.  Barclay 
proposed  to  have  the  note  made  payable  to  Mrs.  Thweatt  by 
way  of  a  gift  to  her.  She  being  then  a  widow,  and  financially 
embarrassed,  permitted  or  procured  the  note  to  be  made  pay- 
able to  her  minor  daughter,  above  alluded  to  as  the  plaintiff's 
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ward,  as  the  evidence  tends  to  show,  in  order  to  prevent  her 
creditors  from  reaching  it.  If  this  be  true,  the  note  became 
the  property  of  the  daughter,  and  never  belonged  to  the 
mother.  By  authorizing  the  note  to  be  made  payable  to  the 
daughter,  she  declined  to  become  the  donee  of  the  debt  due 
by  Huggins;  and  moreover,  by  procuring  it  to  be  made  pay- 
able to  another  for  the  purpose  of  placing  it  beyond  the  reach 
of  her  creditors,  she  is  in  the  attitude  of  a  grantor  who  is  not 
permitted  to  reclaim  property  that  has  been  fraudulently 
aliened  to  a  grantee  or  donee.  The  law  punishes  the  grantor 
by  estopping  him  from  assailing  the  validity  of  his  transfer, 
as  the  best  and  only  practical  mode  of  discouraging  such 
covinous  transactions,  and  promoting  honesty  and  fair  deal- 
ing between  debtor  and  creditor.  It  is  the  policy  of  the  law 
to  make  the  fraudulent  transaction  as  perilous  as  possible. 
Reversed  and  remanded. 


Got,  to  bb  Vaui^  wm  bx  Eisoutsdx  See  OtwtfontB  ^PP^  100  Am. 
Deo.  600. 


Woods  v.  Montevallo  Goal  and  Tbanspobtatioh 

Company. 

184  Alabama,  oeOi] 
BVUIBNCB.  — TiTLB  BOND  IS  AdMIBSZBLB  AS  EvmSHOB  UT  AOIIDN  OB  BjBor- 

MBHT  WRBOITT  Pboof  of  its  ezecotioOy  it  haying  been  executed  nearly 
thirty  years  before  the  commencement  of  the  action,  and  coming  from 
the  enstody  of  one  claiming  an  interest  in  the  land,  unaccompanied  by 
any  circumstance  casting  suspicion  on  its  genuineness. 

Bboeeft  ovbb  Twbmtt  Ybabs  Old,  PirBPOBTZNa  to  bb  Exxoutbd  bt  At- 
TORHBT  OB  RsooRD  for  the  plaintiff  in  a  judgment,  acknowledging  the 
satisfaotion  of  the  judgment,  is  admissible  in  evidence  to  show  such  sat- 
isfaction, without  proof  of  its  execution. 

Omb  Clahono  ik  Prititt  with  Anothbr,  whxtheb  bt  Blood,  estate^ 
or  law,  occupies  the  same  situation  with  such  other  as  to  any  judgment 
for  or  against  him,  and  the  record  of  the  judgment  is  equally  admissible 
as  evidence  against  either. 

To  Jusnrr  Admibsiok  ob  SB00ia>ART  Evidbnob  of  Dbbd,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  prove  its  loss  beyond  all  possibility  of  mirtake.  A  reasonable 
probability  of  its  loss  is  sufficient;  and  this  may  be  shown  by  a  bonaJStU 
and  diligent  search,  fmitleasly  made  for  it  in  plaoes  where  it  was  likely 
to  be  found. 

SxiaiBBOB  OB  Fact  gahvot  bb  Proved  bt  Reptttation  or  notoriety,  but 

i  when  the  fact  is  otherwise  established,  its  general  notoriety  may  be 
•hown  to  ebacge  a  person  in  the  neighboriiood  with  knowledge  of  it. 
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Ax»Tnn  PoMMUOH.  —  PoananoN  ov  Vxhi>xb  of  Lafd  mnna  Tms 
BoHD  n  PuHUMFi'iVKLT  AovxBSB  from  the  time  he  payi  the  pnrchiea 
money,  and  Although  the  bond  wm  execated  by  one  having  no  ttHa  cr 
authority  to  convey,  and  was  not    recorded  it  may  be  good  aa  color  of 
title  to  show  the  character  and  extent  of  the  poeaesaion  asserted. 

Actual  Occupation  akd  Iicprovembnt  or  Portion  of  Tbact  of  Lasd^  by 
one  who  enters  thereon  with  a  deed  or  color  of  title  to  it,  will  naoaliy  be 
constmed  as  »  possession  of  the  whole,  co-extensiye  with  the  bonndbriea 
described  in  the  written  instrument  under  which  he  claims  title^  if  there 
be  no  antagonistic  possession,  and  especially  where  he  makes  a  notorioiis 
claim  to  the  whole  by  any  acts  snitably  asserting  his  daim  of  ownershipi. 

Whbbk  Vehdob  Contxtb  Two  Sxpabati  and  Dibtirct  Tbacis  of  Laitii^ 
to  only  one  of  which  he  has  title,  an  entry  npon  and  oocapatioa  of  that 
tract  by  the  vendee  will  not,  of  itself,  operate  as  »  disseisin  of  the  owner 
of  the  other  tract  to  which  the  vendor  had  no  title.  Tet^  in  snob  paae^ 
the  constmctive  possession  of  the  vendee  or  oocnpant  may  beoome  ad- 
verse by  acts  of  dominion  or  ownership  properly  asserted  over  the  other 
tract,  in  the  absence  of  any  actual  possession  by  the  true  owner. 

To  Cohbtitutb  Adtxbsb  Posbbssxoii,  the  use  made  of  the  land  mxuA  be 
•uited  to  its  nature,  adaptability,  and  locality.  All  that  the  law  requixes 
is,  that  the  possession,  or  rather  the  acts  of  dominion  by  which  it  is 
sought  to  be  proved,  shall  be  of  such  »  character  as  may  be  reaeonahly 
expected  to  inform  the  true  owner  of  the  fact  of  possession  and  advene 
daim  of  title. 

QuBRiON  OF  Advxbu  PoflSEBBiOH  18  FOB  TBB  JuBT,  in  view  of  all  the  evi* 
denoe^  and  it  is  error  to  withdraw  it  from  their  consideration. 

Ejbotmsnt.  —  Equttabls  Titlb  Avails  Nothino  m  AcnoN  of  Ejionmrr 
apart  from  the  operation  of  the  statute  of 


Statutory  action  of  ejectment  brought  by  Thomas  Andrew 
Woods  against  the  Montevallo  Coal  and  Transportation  Com- 
pany for  the  recovery  of  certain  lands.  Facts  set  out  in  the 
opinion,  taken  in  connection  with  the  following  charge  at  the 
request  of  the  defendant,  sufficiently  present' the  case:  "If 
the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that  the  Alabama  Coal 
Mining  Company  obtained  from  Thomas  Woods,  in  1855|  the 
contract  given  in  evidence,  and  that  from  thence  on  they 
claimed  the  lands  involved  in  this  suit  under  said  contract; 
and  that  in  1863  said  company  sold  these  lands  and  others,  in* 
eluding  those  upon  which  is  situated  the  '  Irish  Pit '  testified 
about,  and  conveyed  the  same  to  the  Montevallo  Coal  Mining 
Company,  and  that  that  company  conveyed  all  of  said  lands 
to  the  Cenjxal  Mining  and  Manufacturing  Company  in  1867; 
and  that  each  of  said  companies  was  in  the  actual  possession 
and  occupation  of  said  lands  upon  which  the  'Irish  Pit'  is 
situate,  and  during  all  of  said  time  openly  and  notoriously 
claimed  title  to  the  lands  in  controversy  under  their  said 
deeds;  and  that  such  claim  of  title,  while  said  lands  were  so 
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claimed  and  occapied,  was  generally  known  in  the  neighbor- 
hood; and  if  they  farther  believe  that  plaintiff  resided  in 
said  neighborhood  while  said  companies  claimed  said  title, 
and  that  for  more  than  ten  years  before  the  commencement 
of  this  snit,  defendant,  and  those  from  whom  it  derives  title, 
were  in  the  actual  occupancy,  controlling  the  lands  upon 
which  the  pit  known  as  the  '  Irish  Pit '  is  situate,  claiming 
the  same  as  theirs  under  said  deeds,  and  not  recognizing  the 
title  of  plaintiff, —  then  they  must  find  for  the  defendant,  al- 
though they  believe  the  Montevallo  Coal  Mining  Company 
had  a  title  to  said  'Irish  Pit,'  and  have  none  to  the  lands  sued 
for."    To  this  charge  the  plaintiff  excepted. 

C  O.  Wagner^  /.  T.  HsfUfij  and  W.  8.  Cary^  for  the  appellants. 
IVoy,  TompkinSj  and  London^  and  WtUon  and  Lymany  contra. 

SoMEBViLLB,  J.  1.  The  bond  for  title,  purporting  to  be 
executed  by  Thomas  Woods  on  December  1, 1855,  or  nearly 
thirty  years  prior  to  the  commencement  of  this  action,  was 
properly  admitted  in  evidence,  in  connection  with  the  other 
proof  showing  the  payment  to  him  by  the  vendee  of  the  pur- 
chase-money due  for  the  land. 

It  came  from  one  claiming  an  interest  in  the  land,  unaccom- 
panied by  any  circumstance  casting  suspicion  on  its  genuine- 
ness. It  was  admissible,  therefore,  without  any  proof  of  its 
execution,  and  without  preliminary  proof  of  possession  under 
it,  if  otherwise  relevant,  —  an  inquiry  which  we  next  consider: 
White  V.  HuUhina,  40  Ala.  253;  88  Am.  Dec.  766;  England  v. 
HcOch,  80  Ala.  247;  1  Oreenl.  Ev.,  sec.  144;  Sharswood's 
Starkie  on  Evidence,  521-523. 

2.  Where  a  vendee  of  land  pays  the  purchase-money  due  by 
him  to  the  vendor,  his  possession  under  a  bond  for  title  at 
once  commences  presumptively  to  be  adverse:  Beard  v.  Ryan, 
78  Ala.  37;  Morgan  v.  Casey,  73  Id.  223;  Drew  v.  Towle,  80 
N.  H.  531;  64  Am.  Dec.  309.  Such  a  written  instrument, 
therefore,  although  executed  by  one  having  no  title  or  author- 
ity to  convey,  and  unrecorded,  would  be  good  as  color  of  title 
to  show  the  character  and  extent  of  the  possession  asserted, 
and  the  intent  with  which  such  possession  is  taken:  Standifer 
T.  Swann,  78  Ala.  88;  Ladd  v.  Dubroca^  61  Id.  25;  Angell  on 
Limitations,  sec.  404,  notes  1,  2;  Lea  v.  Polk  County  Copper 
Co.^  21  How.  493. 
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8.  Tlie  record  of  the  court  proceedings  in  the  case  of  TToodt 
T.  Jlabama  Coal  Mining  Co.  was  competent  to  show  a  colleo* 
iion  by  process  of  law  of  the  pnrchase-money  due  on  the  land, 
the  parties  to  that  suit  being  reSpectiTelj  the  vendor  and  Ten- 
dee  in  the  bond  for  title.  The  receipt,  purporting  to  be  exe- 
cuted by  the  attorneys  of  record  for  the  plaintiff  in  that  action, 
acknowledging  the  satisfaction  of  the  judgment,  being  orer 
twenty  years  of  age,  proyed  itself,  and  was  admissible  to  ahow 
such  payment,  a  like  rule  applying  to  receipts  as  to  other  an* 
cient  writings:  Sharswood's  Starkie  on  Evidence,  628,  624. 
These  proceedings  were  not  res  inter  alioe  aetaj  because  the 
existence  and  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  affected  the  statue 
of  the  defendant  in  that  judgment  towards  the  lands  in  c<m- 
troversy,  and  the  defendant  in  this  suit  derives  title  from  that 
corporation.  Where  one  claims  in  privity  with  another, 
whether  by  blood,  estate,  or  law,  he  is  in  the  same  situation 
with  such  person  as  to  any  judgment  for  or  against  him,  for 
judgments  bind  privies  as  well  as  parties. 

4.  The  receiver's  original  certificate  of  purchase,  although 
taken  out  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff,  and  not  assigned  by 
him  in  writing,  being  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant,  was 
presumtively  there  by  lawftil  transfer,  and  was  admissible  at 
least  to  show  color  of  title,  and  to  subserye  the  function  of  an 
instrument  of  that  character.  The  plaintiff,  moreover,  is  in 
no  condition  to  object  to  the  admissibility  of  such  certificate, 
as  it  tended  also  in  one  aspect  to  support  his  title. 

5.  The  testimony  of  Holt  sufficiently  proved  the  probable 
loss  of  the  deed  to  him  from  Williams  to  authorize  the  intro- 
duction  of  secondary  evidence  of  its  contents.  To  justify  the 
admission  of  such  evidence,  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  the 
loss  of  the  document  beyond  all  possibility  of  mistake.  A 
reasonable  probability  of  its  loss  is  sufficient,  which  may  be 
shown  by  a  bona  fide  and  diligent  search,  fruitlessly  made  for 
it  in  places  where  it  was  likely  to  be  found:  United  States  v. 
Sutter^  21  How.  170. 

6.  While  the  existence  of  a  fact  cannot  be  proved  by  repu- 
tation or  notoriety,  yet  when  the  fact  is  otherwise  established, 
its  general  notoriety  in  a  neighborhood  may  be  proved  as  com- 
petent evidence  to  charge  one  resident  in  such  vicinity  with 
knowledge  of  it:  Humes  v.  O^Bryari,  74  Ala.  64,  81;  Price  v. 
Mazange^  81  Id.  701.  Under  this  rule,  the  question  pro- 
pounded to  the  witness  Harris,  and  the  answer  elicited,  were 
relevant 
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7.  It  ia  not  denied  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  in 
ibis  case,  unless  the  defendant  and  those  under  whom  it 
claims  are  shown  to  have  had  an  adverse  possession  of  the 
lands  in  controversy  for  at  least  ten  years  before  the  com* 
mencement  of  the  suit,  and  under  such  circumstances  as  to 
operate  as  a  bar  to  the  action  under  the  influence  of  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations.  The  title  of  the  plaintiff  is  shown  by  a 
jmtent  from  the  general  government,  issued  in  June,  1857. 
The  defendant  seeks  to  overcome  this  by  first  showing  a  writ- 
ten agreement  of  the  plaintiff's  father  to  convey  to  the  Ala- 
bama Coal  Mining  Company  the  tract  in  controversy  (320 
acres),  and  another  tract  of  as  much  more,  which  appears  to 
have  been  adjacent.  The  vendor,  as  we  have  seen,  delivered 
to  the  vendee  his  bond  for  title,  dated  December  21,  1855, 
about  eighteen  months  before  the  date  of  the  patent,  and  the 
purchase-money  was  paid  a  few  years  afterwards.  The  land 
was  uninclosed  woodland,  wild  and  mountainous,  not  suitable 
for  cultivation,  but  valuable  chiefly  for  timber,  and  prospect- 
ively, perhaps,  for  the  mining  of  coal.  These  lands  were 
afterwards  included  in  a  deed  made  by  the  Alabama  Coal 
Mining  Company  to  the  Montevallo  Coal  and  Mining  Com- 
pany, conveying  between  four  and  five  thousand  acres  of  wild 
lands,  on  some  of  which  they  were  in  actual  occupancy,  oper- 
ating a  coal  mine.  The  vendee  of  these  lands,  in  April,  1863, 
conveyed  between  twelve  and  fourteen  hundred  acres  of  them 
to  the  Central  Mining  Company,  including  the  one  hundred 
and  sixty-acre  tract  in  controversy,  and  including  two  or  three 
forty-acre  tracts  which  were  in  their  actual  occupancy,  and 
U]>on  which  one  or  more  coal  mines  were  worked,  and  some 
houses  erected  for  occupying  tenants.  Through  various  mesne 
conveyances,  this  tract,  omitting  three  or  four  forties  not  in 
actual  occupation  or  in  controversy,  came  into  the  possession 
of  the  defendant,  and  was  claimed  by  it  under  color  of  title  at 
least,  some  of  the  written  muniments  of  title  not  being  proved 
to  have  been  .attested  or  acknowledged. 

How  far  color  of  title  to  the  land,  accompanied  by  actual 
occupancy  of  a  part,  will  extend  the  occupant's  possession 
constructively  to  the  whole  tract  included  in  the  deed,  is  not 
definitely  settled,  and,  we  may  add,  is  a  subject  full  of  diffi- 
culty* The  general  rule  is,  that  where  one  enters  upon  a  tract 
of  land,  with  a  deed  or  color  of  title  to  it,  his  actual  occupa^ 
tion  and  improvement  of  a  portion  of  it  will  usually  be  con- 
Btraed  as  a  possession  of  the  whole,  co-extensive  with  the 
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boandaries  described  in  the  written  instrament  under  which 
he  claims  title,  if  there  be  no  antagonistic  possession:  Burh 
V.  Mitchell^  78  Ala.  61,  and  cases  cited;  Farley  v.  SmUh,  89 
Id.  88.  Particularly  is  this  true  where  the  person  so  enter- 
ing makes  a  notorious  claim  to  the  whole  by  any  acts  suitably 
asserting  his  claim  of  ownership:  Crowd! y.  Bebee^  lOVt,  83; 
33  Am.  Dec.  172. 

The  authorities  limit  the  application  of  this  rule  by  the 
further  principle  that  where  a  vendor  conveys  two  separate 
and  distinct  tracts  of  land,  to  only  one  of  which  he  has  title, 
an  entry  upon  and  occupation  of  that  tract  of  which  his  title 
is  good  will  not,  without  more,  operate  as  a  disseisin  of  the 
owner  of  the  other  tract  to  which  the  vendor  had  no  title: 
BaOey  v.  CarleUm^  12  N.  H.  9;  87  Am.  Dec.  190;  SiewaH  v. 
JJarns,  9  Humph.  714.  A  sufficient  reason  for  this,  perhaps, 
is,  that  such  actual  possession  of  the  occupant  is  perfectly 
consistent  with  the  constructive  possession  of  the  real  owner  of 
the  other  tract  which  the  law  attaches  to  the  true  title,  and 
does  not,,  therefore,  per  se^  disturb  it.  Nor  is  there  anything 
in  one's  occupation  of  his  own  land,  to  which  he  has  title, 
which  would  impute  notice  to  another  that  he  claims  an  un- 
reasonably extended  possession,  constructively  asserted  under 
a  paper  title,  which  may  be  either  unrecorded,  or,  if  recorded, 
does  not  necessarily  operate  as  notice  to  strangers:  Fenno  v. 
Sayre,  8  Ala.  458. 

But  such  constructive  possession  of  the  occupant  may«  of 
course,  become  adverse  by  acts  of  dominion  or  ownership 
properly  asserted  over  the  unoccupied  tract,  in  the  absence, 
we  repeat,  of  any  actual  possession  by  the  true  owner.  And 
it  is  evident  that  less  notoriety,  and  even  less  frequency  of 
such  acts  of  ownership,  will  be  required  with  possession  under 
color  of  title  than  without  it:  Hodges  v.  Eddyy  38  Vt.  827; 
Sedgwick  and  Wait  on  Trial  of  Title  to  Land,  2d  ed.,  sec.  771. 
The  use  made  of  the  land  must  be  suited  to  its  nature,  adapta- 
bility, and  locality.  In  a  recent  case  it  was  said  that  the 
cutting  and  removing  timber  from  wild  land,  unfit  for  any- 
other  use,  might  amount  to  a  possession,  and,  if  accompanied 
by  color  of  title,  might  constitute  a  disseisin:  Childress  v. 
Calloway,  76  Ala.  128,  133;  Rivers  v.  Thompson,  46  Id.  336; 
Burks  V.  MitcJieU,  78  Id.  61.  In  another  case  it  was  held, 
where  the  occupant  cleared,  fenced,  and  improved  two  bun* 
dred  acres  of  the  tract  consisting  of  fifteen  hundred  acres,  and 
paid  taxes  on  the  whole,  cutting  trees  from  the  unindoeed 
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part  for  fencingi  fire-wood,  and  timber,  his  actual  possessioo. 
of  the  part  extended  over  the  whole  by  color  of  title  which  he 
held  to  it:  Mv/nro  v.  Merchant,  28  N.  Y.  9.  The  doctrine  of 
adverse  possession  rests  upon  the  presumed  acquiescence  of 
the  party  against  whom  it  is  held,  and  such  acquiescence 
again  presumes  knowledge.  All  the  law  requires,  thereforei 
is,  Uiat  the  possession,  or  rather  the  acts  of  dominion  by  which 
it  is  sought  to  be  proved,  shall  be  of  such  a  character  as  may 
be  reasonably  expected  to  inform  the  true  owner  of  the  fact 
of  possession  and  an  adverse  claim  of  title:  Fovlke  v.  Bondj 
41  N.  J.  L.  647;  Farley  v.  Smith,  89  Ala.  44.  It  is  sufficient 
if  such  owner  has  either  knowledge  or  notice  of  such  feu^t  of 
possession  and  claim,  which,  as  said  by  Baron  Parke  in  May 
V.  Chapman,  16  Mees.  &  W.  355,  '*  mean  not  merely  express 
notice,  but  knowledge,  or  the  means  of  knowledge  to  which 
the  party  willfully  shuts  his  eyes":  WeUs  v.  Sheerer,  78  Ala. 
142. 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  lands  in  dispute  were  never 
occupied  or  used  by  any  one  for  any  purpose,  except  that 
plaintiff  resided  on  them  two  or  three  years  prior  to  the  war, 
and  the  defendant  cut  a  considerable  amount  of  timber  from 
them  about  two  years  prior  to  this  suit.    But  after  the  bond 
for  titie  was  executed  to  the  Alabama  Coal  Mining  Company, 
about  the  year  1857,  the  plaintiff  abandoned  the  actual  occu- 
pancy of  the  lands,  and  the  vendee  company  sold  the  house 
in  which  he  lived  to  one  Calvin  Harris,  who  removed  it  from 
the  land.    The  plaintiff  remained  in  the  neighborhood,  in  the 
employment  of  the  company,  until  about  the  year  1876  or 
1877,  when  he  removed  from  the  state.    Several  intermedi- 
ate   conveyances,  by  deed,  mortgage,  and   under  decree  of 
chancery  court,  were   made   at  various  times  between  the 
years  1860  and  1882,  of  the  land  above  mentioned  as  con- 
veyed to  the  Central   Mining   Company  in  April,  1863,  or 
fractional  interests  therein, — a  tract,  as  we  have  said,  of 
twelve  hundred  or  fourteen  hundred  acres,  embracing  the 
land  in  controversy,  and  other  lands,  some  of  which  were  in 
the  actual  possession  of  the  grantors.    The  evidence  thus 
tends  to  show  that  these  dealings  with  the  lands  of  the  plain- 
tiff, including  the  appropriation  and  sale  of  the  house  once 
occupied  by  him,  were  with  his  knowledge  and  acquiescence. 
Whether  they  would  authorize  a  jury  to  find  such  an  aban- 
donment of  the  premises  by  the  plaintiff,  and  such  a  recog- 
nition of   the  constructive^  pogseeeion   of  the  land  by  the 
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defendant  and  those  under  whom  it  claims,  as  under  color  of 
'title  would  amount  to  adverse  possession  sufficient  in  charao 
ter  and  duration  to  bar  this  action  under  the  statute  of  limi- 
tation of  ten  years,  we  do  not  decide,  because  the  record  raises 
no  such  question.  But  the  charge  given  by  the  court  decides, 
as  matter  of  law,  that  if  these  facts  are  believed  by  the  jury, 
the  action  is  barred.  This  withdrew  the  whole  question  of 
adverse  possession  from  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  which 
in  this  case  was  error. 

Nor  does  the  evidence,  in  our  opinion,  raise  any  presump- 
tion, as  matter  of  law,  that  the  plaintiff  ever  executed  a  con- 
veyance of  the  lands  to  the  Alabama  Coal  Mining  Company, 
whatever  may  be  the  presumption  from  lapse  of  time  as  to  his 
father's  having  made  such  conveyance.  And  it  avails  noth- 
ing in  this  action  to  infer  a  verbal  authority  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  for  his  father,  Thomas  Woods,  to  make  such  convey- 
ance, as  this  would  give  but  an  equitable  interest  in  the  land 
to  the  vendee,  and  such  a  title,  apart  from  the  operation  of 
the  statute  of  limitations,  would  obtain  no  recognition  in  a 
court  of  law:  Standifer  v.  SiMrnnj  78  Ala.  88;  Hooper  v.  Co- 
lumbvs  and  Western  Ry  Co.,  78  Id.  213 

For  the  error  in  giving  the  charge  requested  by  the  defend- 
ant, the  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 


VsKDU  xnxDWR  Bond  iob  Titlb  dobs  not  Hold  Advbbsxlt  until  pay- 
ment of  the  porchmBe  price:  Dean  v.  Browrh  87  Am.  Deo.  S56;  WaSm  ▼. 
Hargnveif  07  Id.  429. 

PoisiasioN  or  Paet  of  Tract  undsb  a  Olazm  of  thb  Wholx.  by  od« 
faaYing  »  deed  to  the  whole^  no  other  party  being  in  poneanon,  extendi  to 
the  boonds  of  the  deed:  Smmll  ▼.  Harris^  90  Am.  Deo.  421,  and  note. 

DiFiNDANT  MAT  SsT  UP  Equitablb  Titlb  ut  EjiOTMXKT  nnder  tiM 
codee:  See  Morriion  t.  WUaon,  73  Am.  Deo.  693;  Shm^an  t.  Long,  06  Id. 
164. 

Ko  Pboof  of  Bxmution  of  Instrumsnt  TmBTT  YxABfl  Old  n  Bi- 
quoMDi  See 8«Ub  ▼.  Atteon,  62  Am.  Deo.  803;  Bmferlgr.  Bwrie^  64  Id.  36L 
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Alabama  Gbeat  Southbbn  R  R  Go.  v.  South 
AND  NoBTH  Alabama  R  R  Go. 

Aoanp— WBimv  Auibqbitt,  wbbi  Ksobbbaxt.— Uiidv  Alalwwm  ■tet^ 
«tooffraads(Cod6of  1876^  tee.  2145),  no  l^gal  ttUe  to  Unda  will  ptM 
by  or  under  »  oofttntot  mada  with  an  agents  nnlen  tha  agant  haa  "• 
written  antiiority. 

Biiuii  11  — KoTwnBBXAirsnio  Baqumnm  of  8riTon  of  "Fmmvjm^ 
declaring  Toid  certain  cantraota  for  the  aale  of  land  nnlea  endencad  hy 
writing,  and  anbacribed  by  tha  party  to  be  charged,  yet  an  eqnitabla 
intereat  may  be  acquired  in  landa,  without  any  written  traoafer  of  titk^ 
by  condnct  or  declarationa  of  the  owner  which  would  create  an  eatoppel 
l»  pak  on  hia  part;  and  thia  mle  appliea  aa  wall  to  corporationa  aa  to 


AuasooQR  AaMMT  of  CospofBAXiDN  OAV  CoKTXT  No  Lmal  Tttli  to 
Laitd  nnleoi  hia  anthcrity  is  in  writing  yet  the  diiectora  or  goreming 
body  may  ao  act  aa  to  eatop  themaelTea  from  denying  the  exirtence  of 
aoeh  written  anthcrity,  and  thna  create  aa  aqnitaUa  eatoppel  in  pak;  aa, 
where  the  agent  acted  openly  and  notoriondy,  and  the  corporation  for 
m  Icng  time  acqideaoad  in  hia  acta. 

If  B  8ofim>  Bulb  of  Bquitt,  Sutpokixd  bt  Pkinczplis  of  Jubucb  aa 
well  aa  of  pnblic  policy,  that  if  the  owner  of  land  knowin^y  anffera 
another  to  pnrchaae  and  ipend  money  on  it^  nnder  circnmatancea  in- 
dadng  aa  enraneona  opinion  or  mistaken  belief  of  title,  without  making 
known  hia  own  daim,  he  will  not  afterwarda  be  permitted  to  aaaert  in 
^qpity  any  right  or  title  againat  the  porohaaer. 

Dmbsi  fbo  GomrnBO  BMniaxD  aqajsvs  Coktorjoiov,  on  iaanea  grow- 
ing oat  of  a  contract  made  1^  ita  agenta,  inyolyea  an  admiwrion  by  the 
oocponitioB  of  the  allegationa  of  the  bill  aa  to  the  validity  of  the  con- 
tiaet^  and  of  the  authority  of  ita  agenta  to  make  it;  and  the  record 
would  be  admiaaible  evidence  of  theae  mattera  in  a  aubaequent  auit  be- 
tween the  partiea  or  their  priviea. 

COHTBACr  —  OONSIDBIUXION.  —  TjUPARTm    AOBBBIODrT    BITWBBir    LaND 

OoHFAHT  AND  Two  Bailboad  CoMFAJSTESf  whereby  the  land  company 
aaOa  and  conyeya  land  to  the  latter,  for  the  pnrpoae  of  building  and 
nafaig  thereon  their  depots,  machine-shope,  and  tracks,  and  one  of  the 
railroad  oompaniea  aurrendera  its  right  to  a  certain  crossing  previously 
oelected,  to  croaa  elsewhere  in  a  manner  beneficial  to  the  other  com- 
pany, and  detrimental  to  itself,  is  supported  by  sufficient  l«gal  consid- 
eration* 

IJBOBKrAIBTT   DT. — WhBBB    COMTBAOT  BBTWBBN    TwO   RAniBOAT>   Ck)]IPA- 

BiBB  providea  that  one  company  shall  have  the  free  use  of  the  right  of 
way  ^  the  other  company,  "  in  a  manner  to  be  hereafter  determined  by 
deed,"  but  no  deed  ia  ever  executed,  the  uncertainty  of  the  contract,  if 
objectionable,  ia  to  be  deemed  waived  by  the  conduct  of  the  parties,  the 
one  being  placed  in  possession  of  the  right  of  way,  and  the  other  ac- 
quieacing  tiierein  wiUiout  objection  for  over  nine  consecutive  years. 
This  ia  an  identification  of  the  thing  contracted  for,  so  far  aa  qualified 
by  ita  mode  of  use,  not  by  declarations,  but  by  the  acta  of  the  parties, 

which  can  be  proved  by  parol  evidenoOi 
Am.  ar.  BBP.,  Yoim  V.  ^99 
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CmrnucT  bbwemb  Two  Ban.woiii  CamfAjnw^  wliwelij 
AM  •t^ohtes  ibBft  tiM  otber  thtH  lisf« ''UMpcrpetejdaad&aa  vn«f 
1^  ri^  cl  way.*  viUub  » ^Hrtinm  «p6rified,  when  tiM  tnck  of  earn 

fhb  oAer«  oonfen  the  nae  of  tii*  i^t  of  mj  frma  from 


■tatete  (Eer.  God%  1867,  mcb. 
1417'1430),  anUmriiing  and  regnlatiBg  iadoBMaMBt  of  laflvoad  bondi 
by  the  ■tste^  and  aecnng  to  tiio  state  ill  pnority  of  lioa,  '■n'mTTr  a 
of  tlia  right  of  waj  far  miiug  and  anion  pnpoaea,  Id^ 
1435;  aad  this  pnivicion  ii  aa  impUed  stipalation  IB  evaiy  SMTtgaga 
ited  wider  tho  law,  and  is  as  blading  on  all  parties  conoarmfd  as  if 
it  had  bee»  specially  inoorpontad  in  tiie  eonlraeL 
Eufmoir  OF  Af^mAMA  Rbv.  Oodi»  Saa  1436^  nur  Ban.aoiii  OoHTAiim 
"may  ocnstmct  their  roads  so  as  to  cross  eadi  oAer,  if  neoaasaiy/ 
docs  not  limit  tiie  ri^t  of  erassing  to  an  iaftsfasctaon  at  p^ht  angles. 
It  wonld  be  a  strict  and  oniwssoniHe  oonstraetioa  to  hold  that  no  dis- 
cretion should  be  allowed  in  regulating  sadi  sa  anraqgsBssat^  since  the 
power  to  do  sa  act  means  the  power  to  do  it  in  a  mode  that  is  jasl^  rea- 
sonable^ and  satisfactory,  taking  into  coasidentioB  the  pecnliar  eiream- 
staaoss  of  eaoD 


Bill  in  eqaity.  In  1881,  the  Alabama  Great  Boathem 
road  Company  brought  a  statutory  action  of  ejectment  against 
the  South  and  North  Alabama  Railroad  Company,  to  recover  a 
Btrip  of  land  extending  through  the  city  of  Birmingham,  being 
part  of  its  right  of  way.  This  bill  was  filed  to  enjoin  that  action, 
and  to  obtain  specific  performance  of  the  contract  set  out  below. 
I'he  South  and  North  Alabama  Railroad  Company  had  graded 
and  built  its  road,  prior  to  1871,  to  the  vicinity  of  the  present 
site  of  the  city  of  Birmingham,  which  was  then  an  old  field, 
through  which  the  Alabama  and  Chattanooga  Railroad  Com- 
pany had  already  acquired  a  strip  of  land  for  right  of  way, 
and  built  its  track  thereon.  In  1868,  the  latter  company  exe- 
cuted and  delivered  to  one  Adams  and  others  a  mortgage  or 
deed  of  trust,  covering  its  entire  property,  real,  personal,  or 
mixed,  which  it  then  owned  or  might  thereafter  acquire,  for 
the  purpose  of  securing  certain  bonds  which  were  afterwards, 
and  before  the  happening  of  the  events  which  form  the  foun- 
dation of  this  suit,  issued  and  sold.  The  contract  above  re- 
ferred to  was  made  April  21, 1871,  by  and  between  the  Elyton 
Land  Company,  party  of  the  first  part,  the  Alabama  and 
Chattanooga  Railroad  Company,  party  of  the  second  part,  and 
the  South  and  North  Alabama  Railroad  Company,  party  of 
the  third  part,  as  follows:  '^Witnesseth,  that  for  and  in  con- 
eideration  of  the  payment  to  the  party  of  the  first  part  of  the 
gum  of  one  dollar,  by  the  parties  of  second  and  third  parts, 
receipt  whereof  is  hereby  acknowledged,  and  for  the  further 
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consideration,  of  their  doing  and  performing  the  presents  as 
hereinafter  atipalated  and  stated,  the  said  party  of  the  first 
part  has  this  day  bargained,  sold,  and  conveyed,  and  by  these 
presi^nts  do  bargain,  sell,  and  convey,  unto  the  parties  of  the 
second  and  third  parts,  jointly  and  severally,  the  following  de- 
scribed tracts  or  parcels  of  land  [giving  description];  all  for 
the  purpose  and  upon  condition  that  they  build,  construct, 
and  use  thereon  their  depots,  machine-shops,  and  tracks,  for 
the  use  of  themselves  at  said  city  of  Birmingham,  and  upon 
tho  further  condition  that  they  shall  give,  grant,  sell,  and  con- 
vey unto  the  two  first  railroad  corporations  who  construct  their 
railroads  through  fronx  their  terminus  to  said  city,  an  equal  and 
sufficient  quantity  of  the  above  granted  premises,  not  exceed- 
ing one  quarter  to  each,  for  their  depots,  tracks,  and  machine- 
shops,  and  other  railroad  purposes;  and  upon  the  further 
condition  that  a  portion  of  said  premises,  near  the  center  of 
the  tracks,  and  not  less  than  415  by  900  feet,  be  appropriated 
and  used  forever  as  a  general  passenger  depot  for  each  and  every 
railroad  ending  in  the  city  of  Birmingham,  with  right  of  way 
to  the  same;  and  upon  further  condition  that  the  party  of  the 
third  part  shall  have  the  perpetual  and  free  use  of  the  right 
of  way  of  the  party  of  the  second  part,  in  a  manner  hereafter 
to  be  described  by  deed;  and  that  the  strip  of  thirty-five  feet 
lying  between  the  right  of  way  of  the  party  of  the  second  part 
on  each  side  of  said  railroad,  etc.,  shall  be  held  by  the  party 
of  the  first  part  forever  as  a  perpetual  right  of  way  for  all  rail- 
road companies  doing  business  in  and  through  said  city  as 
aforesaid."  This  paper  was  attested  by  witnesses,  and  signed 
as  stated  in  the  opinion.  Soon  afterwards,  the  South  and 
North  Alabama  Railroad  Company  built  its  tracks  through 
the  city  of  Birmingham,  the  tracks  being  located  on  a  portion 
of  the  right  of  way  of  the  Alabama  and  Chattanooga  Railroad 
Company.  In  May,  1872,  said  Adams  and  others,  trustees  of  the 
mortgage  before  mentioned,  filed  a  bill  to  foreclose  that  mort- 
gage, as  the  Alabama  and  Chattanooga  Railroad  Company  had 
failed  to  pay  the  interest  therein  provided  for,  and  such  pro- 
ceedings were  had  thereon,  that,  in  1877,  the  property  covered 
by  the  mortgage  was  sold  to  one  Swann,  who  conveyed  it  to 
the  Alabama  Great  Southern  Railroad  Company,  the  appel- 
lant. Other  facts  requisite  to  an  understanding  of  the  case 
appear  in  the  opinion.  In  his  final  decree  the  chancellor 
granted  the  complainant,  the  South  and  North  Alabama  Rail- 
road Company,  the  relief  prayed,  but  further  decreed  that  the 
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complainaiit  pay  compeneation  to  the  Alabama  Ox«at  Sooth- 
em  Railroad  Company  for  said  right  of  way,  to  be  estimated 
by  the  value  thereof  at  the  time  of  its  appropiiatioo,  and  for 
any  injury  caused  by  the  complainant's  occupancy  of  said 
right  of  way,  to  the  contiguous  lands  of  defendant. 

Hoadleyy  Jchnnn^  and  Colttoni  oind  IVoy,  TamflAi^  amd 
London^  for  the  appellant. 

Hhcmoi  Q.  Joneif  eoiUra. 

SouBBViLLBy  J.  The  c(mtract  of  April  21, 1871,  purparting 
to  haye  been  executed  between  the  Elyton  Land  Company, 
the  Alabama  and  Chattanooga  Railroad  Company,  and  the 
South  and  North  Alabama  Railroad  Company,  has  an  im- 
portant bearing  on  the  issues  in  this  cause,  and  we  therefiose 
first  oonsider  the  objections  urged  by  the  appellant  in  opposi- 
tion to  its  validity. 

It  is  urged,  in  the  first  place,  that  this  contract  was  exe- 
cuted by  certain  officers  of  the  Alabama  and  Chattanooga 
Railroad  Company  without  the  written  authority  of  that  com- 
pany, and  was  never  afterwards  ratified  by  its  board  of  direc- 
tors or  other  governing  body.  These  officers  were  R.  C. 
McCalla,  chief  engineer,  and  John  C.  Stanton,  general  super- 
intendent of  the  road.  The  contract  concerns  the  use  of  the 
right  of  way  of  a  railroad  company,  which  is  an  interest  in 
lands,  and  an  agent  who  conveys  such  property  is  required  by 
our  statute  of  frauds  to  have  ^'a  written  authority":  Code  1876, 
sec.  2145.  If  the  legal  title  were  in  controversy,  it  is  evident 
that  the  best  and  only  evidence  of  such  agent's  authority'  to 
convey  would  be  a  resolution  of  the  board  of  directors,  appear- 
ing among  the  corporate  proceedings  or  minutes,  showing  the 
appointment  of  such  agent,  and  investing  him  with  the  requi- 
site authority  to  convey:  Standifer  v.  Swannj  78  Ala.  88.  But 
such,  as  we  shall  see,  is  not  this  case,  it  being  admitted  by 
the  appellee  that  the  appellant  has  the  legal  title  to  the  right 
of  way  in  controversy,  and  that  the  claim  of  the  appellee  can- 
not rise  to  a  higher  dignity  than  a  perfect  equity. 

There  are,  in  our  opinion,  two  sufficient  answers  to  the 
argument  that  neither  Stanton  nor  McCalla  is  shown  to  have 
been  invested  with  a  written  authority  to  convey  the  property 
in  controversy.  The  first  is  found  in  the  legal  efiect  of  the 
decree  rendered  in  favor  of  the  Elyton  Land  Company  in 
August,  1881,  against  the  appellant  and  the  appellee,  involv- 


Dec.  1887.]      Bailboad  Co.  v.  Railroad  Co.  405 

ing  this  flame  contract.  The  bill  filed  in  that  snit  alleged  in 
aubstance  the  existence  of  this  contract,  and  its  execution  by 
authority  of  the  Alabama  and  Chattanooga  Railroad  Com- 
pany,  and  sought  to  have  the  benefits  of  it  revoked  as  against 
the  appellant,  the  Alabama  Great  Southern  Railroad  Com- 
pany, for  non-performance  of  certain  conditions  subsequent, 
the  latter  company  being  averred  to  claim  under  this  contract 
as  the  successors  of  the  former.  The  decree  pro  ctmjeno  taken 
in  that  case  against  the  appellant  involved  an  admission  by 
it  of  the  allegations  of  the  bill:  Code  1876,  sec.  8824  The 
record  would  be  admissible  evidence  even  in  favor  of  a 
stranger,  as  a  solemn  admission  by  the  appellant  of  the  ex- 
istence of  the  contract,  of  the  fact  of  its  claiming  under  the 
provisions  of  it,  and  of  the  authority  of  the  officers  by  whom 
it  was  executed:  1  Oreenl.  Ev.,  sec.  527  a.  A  fortiori  would 
it  be  admissible  in  favor  of  the  appellee  who  was  a  party  to 
the  record  as  a  co-defendant  in  the  suit. 

A  further  and  equally  cogent  reason  is  found  in  the  prin- 
ciple of  equitable  estoppel,  or  estoppel  in  paisy  which,  we  think, 
arises  out  of  the  facts  of  this  case.  The  case  of  Standifer  v. 
Swanriy  78  Ala.  88,  relied  on  by  appellant's  counsel,  does  not 
go  further  than  to  hold  that  no  legal  title  would  pass,  under 
the  iaciB  of  that  case,  by  the  deed  of  Stanton,  whatever  equi- 
ties the  vendee  might  have,  which  were  not  considered:  Ware 
V.  Swann^  79  Id.  833;  Swann  v.  Miller,  82  Id.  530.  The  con- 
trary doctrine  is  well  settled  in  this  state,  that  notwithstand- 
ing the  requirements  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  declaring  void 
certain  contracts  for  the  sale  of  land  unless  evidenced  by  writ- 
ing subscribed  by  the  party  to  be  charged,  an  equitable  inter- 
est may  be  acquired  in  lands  withoat  any  written  transfer  of 
title,  by  conduct  or  declaration  of  the  owner  which  would 
create  an  estoppel  in  pais  on  his  part:  Hendricks  v.  Kelly ^  64 
Ala.  888;  57  Id.  198;  McPherson  v.  Waltersy  16  Id.  714;  50 
Am.  Dec.  200.  This  rule  applies  as  well  to  corporations  as  to 
natural  persons.  The  fact  that  they  must  necessarily  act 
through  the  instrumentality  of  agents,  either  immediate  or 
intermediate,  and  can  act  in  no  other  way,  does  not  change 
the  principle.  And  although  an  agent  of  a  railroad  or  other 
corporation,  authorized  to  sell  land  or  any  interest  in  land,  can 
convey  no  legal  title  or  freehold  estate  unless  his  authority  to 
sell  be  in  writing,  this  being  a  question  of  actual  authority, 
yet  the  directors  or  governing  body  may  so  act  as  to  estop 
themselves  from  denying  the  existence  of  such  written  au- 
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thority,  and  thus  create  an  equitable  estoppel  in  pais:  1  Rorer 
on  Railroads,  652-665;  ViclAurg  &  U.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Ragsddle^ 
54  Hiss.  200. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  agents  of  a  corporation,  except  for 
the  sale  or  alienation  of  land,  need  not  be  appointed  hj  a  vote 
of  the  directors,  or  in  writing.  Nor  need  such  appointment 
usually  be  evidenced  by  the  corporate  proceedings  or  minates. 
Both  the  fact  of  the  appointment  and  the  authority  of  the 
agent  may  be  inferred  from  his  being  held  out  to  the  public  aa 
apparently  invested  with  such  authority,  or  fix>m  the  subse- 
quent recognition  or  confirmation  of  his  acts,  whether  origi- 
nally authorized  or  not:  1  Wood's  Railway  Law,  pp.  444-447^ 
sec.  163;  Alabama  etc.  R,  R.  Co.  v.  Kidd^  29  Ala.  221;  Angell  azid 
Ames  on  Corporations,  sec.  284.  If  the  act  done  by  the  agent 
be  one  of  so  public  and  notorious  a  character  as  that  ignorance 
of  it  would  be  gross  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  principal, 
the  inference  is  the  stronger  that  it  must  have  been  known  to 
the  principal,  and  that  his  failure  to  expressly  diBsent  in  a  rea- 
sonable time  is  a  ratification  of  the  act,  especially  where  the 
principal  derives  a  benefit  from  it 

The  testimony  shows  that  John  C.  Stanton  was  the  general 
superintendent  of  the  Alabama  and  Chattanooga  Railroad 
Company,  and  that  R.  C.  McCalla  was  its  chief  engineer. 
The  contract  in  question  was  signed  by  them  both.    Its  pur- 
pose was  to  provide  for  depot  facilities  and  locations  for  ma- 
chine-shops, with  rights  of  way  through  a  space  agreed  on  for 
the  crossing  of  two  great  and  important  railways, — the  site  of 
a  future  prosperous  city;  and  to  secure  to  one  of  the  roads,  then 
in  progress  of  construction,  a  suitable  and  convenient  place  of 
crossing.    It  is  shown  that  Stanton  had  been  intrusted  with 
full  power  to  build  the  road,  equip,  manage,  and  run  it,  as  its 
general  superintendent,  exercising  authority  over  all  interme- 
diate agents.    There  was  no  other  person  representing  the 
company  who  had  any  authority  of  a  cognate  character.    He 
was  exercising  this  power  so  notoriously  and  openly  that  it 
would  be  gross  negligence  for  the  directors  to  be  ignorant  of 
his  conduct.    The  presumption  is,  that  they  knew  what  he  was 
doing  incident  to  the  customary  duties  of  his  position.    It  may 
be  regarded  as  matter  of  common  knowledge  that  such  powers 
are  usually  exercised  by  such  officers,  as  necessary  to  the  con- 
tinued life  and  existence  of  the  company:  1  Wood's  Railway 
Law,  pp.  439, 440,  sec.  162.    The  failure  of  the  company,  more- 
over, to  object  to  the  open  and  notorious  occupancy  of  the  right 
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of  Way  for  nearly  nine  years,  under  the  terms  of  the  contract, 
18  persuasive  to  show  the  conferring  of  original  authority,  or 
else  the  ratification  of  the  act  of  their  agent  in  Inaking  it. 
The  existence  of  this  authority  is  also  corroborated,  if  it  is  not, 
as  we  have  above  said,  established  solely  by  the  decree  pro 
eonfesso  in  favor  of  the  Sljrton  Land  Company,  rendered 
against  appellants  on  issues  growing  out  of  this  same  written 
agreement. 

The  inference  thus  being  that  this  authority  was  conferred, 
although  it  may  have  been  oral,  and  its  exercise  being  so  long 
acquiesced  in,  and  the  appellee,  the  South  and  North  Alabama 
Railroad  Company,  having,  as  it  appears,  loc&ted  its  machine- 
shops,  tracks,  and  depots,  with  a  view  to  the  right  of  way  ac- 
quired under  this  contract,  and  the  land  in  controversy,  as  so 
occupied  by  it,  having  risen  in  value  perhaps  a  hundred-fold, 
it  would  be  inequitable  and  unconscientious  to  ftllow  these 
affirmations  of  the  agent's  authority  now  to  be  denied  or  dis- 
proved. It  is  a  sound  and  honest  rule  of  equity,  supported  by 
principles  of  justice  as  well  as  of  public  policy,  that  if  one 
knowingly  though  passively  suffers  another  to  purchase  and 
spend  money  on  land,  under  circumstances  which  induce  an 
erroneous  opinion  or  mistaken  beHef  of  title,  without  making 
known  his  claim,  he  shall  not  afterwards,  in  a  court  of  con- 
science at  least,  be  permittted  to  successfully  assert  any  right 
or  title  against  the  purchaser:  Hatch  v.  Kimball^  16  Me.  146; 
Marshall  v.  Pierce^  12  N.  H.  136;  Wendell  v.  Van  Renssalaer^  1 
Johns.  Ch.  354;  Blake  v.  Davis,  20  Ohio,  231.  The  facts  of  this 
case,  it  seems  to  us,  fall  within  this  rule,  and  if  they  do  not 
constitute  an  estoppel  in  pais,  the  whole  doctrine  might  as  well 
be  blotted  from  our  system  of  jurisprudence. 

It  is  further  urged  that  the  contract  in  question  is  not  sup- 
ported by  any  sufficient  legal  consideration.  The  agreement 
is  tripartite,  between  the  Elyton  Land  Company  and  the  two 
railroad  companies.  The  rights  conferred  by  the  land  com- 
pany upon  the  appellant,  and  the  abandonment  by  the  appellee 
of  another  crossing  which  had  been  determined  on,  would  be 
a  sufficient  consideration,  the  first  being  beneficial  to  the  ap- 
pellant, and  the  latter  being  detrimental  to  the  appellee. 

The  uncertainty  of  the  contract  is  also  urged  as  a  reason 
why  it  shall  not  be  enforced.  This  feature  is  supposed  to  be 
found  in  the  provision  that  *'  the  party  of  the  third  part  shall 
have  the  perpetual  and  free  use  of  the  right  of  way  of  the 
party  of  the  second' part  in  a  manner  to  be  hereafter  deter- 
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mioed  by  deed."    This,  it  is  said,  left  open  fi>r  fotare  acQust- 
ment  one  or  more  important  terms  of  the  contract;  and  no 
such  deed  has  ever  been  executed.  The  appellee  was,  homewer^ 
placed  in  possession  of  the  right  of  way  of  appellant,  and  has 
continued  in  its  daUy  use  for  over  nine  ccmsecutive  years,  with 
the  knowledge  of  the  appellant  and  those  under  whom  it  de- 
rives title.    The  conduct  of  the  parties,  and  uniform  usage 
thus  acquiesced  in,  has  supplemented  this  alleged  uncertainty. 
The  failure  on  the  part  of  the  Alabama  and  Chattanooga 
Railroad  Company  to  require  a  deed  of  the  character  stipu- 
lated for,  followed  by  a  dissolution  of  that  corporation,  and 
the  acquiescence  for  so  long  a  time  in  the  mode  of  use  adopted 
by  the  appellee,  must  be  deemed  a  waiver  of  this  feature  of 
the  contract,  as  well  as  an  agreed  interpretation  of  it.    This 
is  an  indentification  of  the  thing  contracted  for,  so  far  as 
qualified  by  its  mode  of  use,  not  by  declarations,  but  by  the 
acts  of  the  parties,  which  can  be  proved  by  parol  evidence. 
In  fact,  it  is  both  a  construction  and  an  execution  of  the 
contract  as  to  the  only  clause  of  it  open  to  the  charge  of  un- 
certainty. 

The  last  objection  relied  on  is  the  teLCi  that  the  appellant 
claims  title  under  a  mortgage  or  deed  of  trust  executed  by  the 
Alabama  and  Chattanooga  Railroad  Company  to  the  state,  in 
December,  1868,  several  years  prior  in  point  of  time  to  the 
contract  in  question,  which  was  not  made  until  April,  1871, 
and  that  for  this  reason  its  title  is  paramount  to  that  of  the 
api>ellee.    The  argument  is,  that  the  railroad,  being  a  mort- 
gagor in  possession,  could  make  no  contract  disposing  of  any 
portion  of  its  right  of  way,  which  was  subject  to  the  encum« 
brance  of  the  mortgage.     This  may  be  admitted  to  be  the 
ordinary  rule  governing  the  rights  of  the  mortgagor  and  mort- 
gagee of  property,  whether  real  or  personal.    Being  the  owner 
of  the  equity  of  redemption  only,  the  exceptions  are  rare  in 
which  the  mortgagor  can  confer  on  another  any  greater  rights 
than  those  which  he  possesses.   Nor  usually  would  the  silence 
of  the  mortgagee,  in  standing  by  and  permitting  a  purchaser 
from  the  mortgagor,  having  notice  of  the  mortgage,  to  put 
valuable  improvements  on  the  property,  estop  him  from  as- 
serting his  prior  claim  under  the  mortgi^^e.    Without  deciding 
this  point,  we  may  hypothetically  admit  its  correctness:  1 
Jones  on  Mortgages,  sec.  681;  Steele  v.  AdaiMj  21  Ala.  684; 
Booraem  v.  Wood^  27  N.  J.  Eq.  871;  Frott  v.  Beekman^  1  Johns. 
Ch.  288. 
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But  the  propoeition  urged  by  the  appellee  as  an  answer  to 
thie  is,  that  the  right  of  the  two  railroads  to  make  the  cross- 
ing, and  therefore  to  appropriate  to  such  purpose  a  reasonably 
convenient  portion  of  each  other's  right  of  way,  is  paramount 
to  the  mortgagCi  or  any  other  lien  under  which  appellant 
claims.  This  mortgage  or  deed  of  trust  was  executed  in  the 
year  1868,  and  the  bonds  secured  by  it  were  issued  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  February  19,  1867,  incorporated  in 
the  Revised  Code  of  1867  as  sections  1417  to  1439,  inclusive, 
authorizing  the  indorsement  by  the  governor,  in  the  name  of 
the  state,  of  the  first-mortgage  bonds  of  certain  railroads.  The 
making  of  such  indorsement  secured  to  the  state  a  first  lien 
upon  the  road,  with  all  its  property  and  equipments,  includ* 
ing  its  right  of  way:  Rev.  Code  1867,  sec.  1624.  It  is  under 
a  foreclosure  of  this  lien,  as  well  as  of  the  mortgage  executed 
to  certain  trustees  to  secure  these  bonds,  that  the  appellant 
claims  title. 

The  inquiry  is.  Did  the  law,  which  authorised  this  indorse- 
ment and  secured  this  lien,  make  a  reservation  of  the  right  of 
way  for  crossing  and  union  purposes,  such  as  would  cover  the 
present  case?  It  is  contended  that  section  1435  of  the  He- 
vised  Code,  which  constituted  a  portion  of  that  law,  accom- 
plishes this  end.  That  section,  so  far  as  germane  to  this 
inquiry,  reads  as  follows:  — 

''The  railroad  companies  receiving  the  benefits  of  this 
article,  and  all  other  railroad  companies  incorporated  in  this 
atate,  may  construct  their  roads  so  as  to  cross  each  other,  if 
necessary,  by  the  main  track  or  branches,  or  unite  with  each 
other  or  the  branches  of  each  ":  Rev.  Code,  sec.  1435. 

This  provision,  being  in  the  law  which  authorized  the  in- 
dorsement of  the  bonds,  was  a  part  of  the  contract  of  indorse- 
ment, and  the  acceptance  of  the  benefits  of  the  law  by  the 
railroad  company  made  it  as  binding  on  all  parties  concerned 
as  if  it  had  been  specially  incorporated  in  the  contract.  And 
all  persons  dealing  with  the  bonds  were  charged  with  notice 
of  the  law  under  which  they  were  issued:  Morton  v.  New 
Orleans  etc,  Ry  Co.^  79  Ala.  590.  The  company  thus,  by  con- 
sent of  the  state,  of  the  bond-holders  and  mortgagees,  excepted 
from  any  Hen  or  conveyance  so  much  of  its  right  of  way  as 
was  necessary  and  convenient  to  make  a  crossing  or  union 
/with  the  South  and  North  Alabama  railroad,  or  any  other 
railroad  in  Alabama,  and  dedicated  it  to  the  use  designated 
by  the  statute.    This  provision  was  a  wise  and  necessary  one, 
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In  Yiew  of  the  fact  that,  without  its  incorporation  in  the  stat- 
ute, it  would  hare  been  practically  impossible  for  the  man- 
agers of  railroads  encumbered  by  mortgages  ever  to  have  made 
any  contract  for  crossing  which  would  have  been  binding  on 
bond-holders,  many  of  whom  would  be  unknown,  and  others 
subject  to  the  disabilities  of  coverture,  infancy,  or  of  being  non 
compoSy  so  that  they  could  not  bind  themselves.  The  details 
of  such  an  arrangement  were  necessarily  devolved  by  impli- 
cation upon  the  managing  authorities  of  each  road^  subject 
only  to  the  limitation  that  it  should  be  made  in  a  bona  fide 
and  reasonable  exercise  of  the  authority  conferred.  To  tiiis, 
every  one  concerned  must  be  conclusively  held  to  have  as- 
sented. 
The  record  presents  nothing  which  justifies  the  oonclosion 

that  the  right  of  way  granted  to  the  appellee  was  not  of  this 
character.  The  contention  of  the  appellant,  that  the  statute 
limited  the  right  of  crossing  to  a  perpendicular  crotTsing,  and 
not  to  one  in  any  degree  lotgitadinal,  cannot,  in  our  judg- 
ment, be  sustained.  The  statute  must  have  intended  to  re- 
quire imperatively  a  crossing  at  right  angles,  or  else  it  permits 
one  intersecting  at  an  acute  angle.  It  would  be  a  strict  and 
unreasonable  construction  to  hold  that  no  discretion  should  be 
allowed  in  regulating  such  an  arrangement.  Kor  can  any  rule 
be  stated  by  which  to  determine  the  exact  sise  of  the  angle. 
We  might  well  say  that  in  an  open  plain,  where  no  marsh, 
river,  mountain,  or  declivity  intervened,  that  an  intersection 
at  such  an  angle  as  to  occupy  ten  miles  of  track  would  be  un- 
reasonable, while  the  occupancy  of  a  few  hundred  yards  might 
not  be.  The  argument  is  manifestly  unsound  that  places  on 
the  same  basis  these  two  categories.  The  power  to  do  an  act 
means  the  power  to  do  it  in  a  mode  that  is  just,  reasonable, 
and  satisfactory,  taking  into  consideration  the  peculiar  drcum- 
stances  of  each  case.  It  is  here  shown  that  about  four  thou- 
sand feet — less  than  a  mile — of  the  appellant's  track  was 
appropriated  for  the  purpose  of  a  crossing  of  the  two  railroads. 
The  circumstances  of  the  case  were  peculiar.  It  was  no  ordi- 
nary crossing.  It  was  reasonably  contemplated  that  the  site 
would  be  occupied  by  a  large  and  prosperous  city  in  the  future, 
a  plat  of  which,  with  its  appropriate  streets,  avenues,  and  dedi- 
cation to  public  uses  had  already  been  surveyed  and  mapped 
out.  It  was  reasonable  to  expect  that  such  a  city  would  em- 
brace within  its  limits  this  mile  of  highway.  It  would  bo 
ooQvenient  to  the  public,  as  well  as  mutually  to  both  roads,  tc 
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bave  tbe  tracks  adjacent  for  this  partictQar  distance.  It  would 
lessen  the  frequency  and  batard  of  erossing  the  track  wi^ 
Tehides  of  all  kfaids,  and  would  fre&Uy  facilitate  the  inter- 
change of  both  freight  and  passenger  cars  pMsibg  from  one 
load  to  the  other  in  the  process  of  transportation,  espedall/ 
when  accomplished  by  protracted  switching,  so  often  neces- 
sary in  such  cases,  and  growing  more  dangerous  with  the  daily 
increasing  density  of  a  growing  city's  population*  These 
reasons  satisfy  us  that  the  contract  of  April  21, 1871,  under 
which  the  appellee  is  shown  to  have  occupied  the  four  thou- 
sand feet  of  the  right  of  way  of  the  Alabama  and  Chattanooga 
]^fliififtil  Company,  was  authorized  1)y  law,  and  was  binding 
OQ  all  persons  concerned,  including  the  appellant.  Section 
1424  of  the  Revised  Code,  1867,  which  confers  the  priority  of 
lien  on  the  state,  does  not  conflict  with  the  foregoing  views  in 
the  least  The  section  under  discussion  (section  1486)  excepts 
from  the  operation  of  this  lien,  as  we  have  said,  so  much  of 
the  right  of  way  as  may  be  necessary  orproper  for  a  crossing 
with  other  roads.  The  case  of  lUinoii  Central  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Chicago  etc.  R.  R  Co.^  122  HL  473,  but  recentiy  decided  by  the 
supreme  court  of  Tllinois,  is,  in  our  opinion,  perfectiy  reconci- 
lable with  these  views.  It  was  there  held  that,  under  the  facts 
of  that  case,  one  railroad  had  no  authority,  in  exercising  the 
right  of  crossing,  to  condenm  under  the  statute  a  crossing 
which  had  appropriated  ten  miles  of  another's  railroad  track, 
which  had  already  been  condemned  as  a  public  highway.  That 
conclusion  was  probably  correct,  although  two  of  the  judges 
dissented:  AfinUton  &  O.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  JacktonvQiU  etc.  R.  R. 
Co.^  82  Ala.  297. 

That  the  contract  in  question  conferred  the  use  of  the  right 
of  way  free  from  future  pecuniary  compensation,  seems  to  us 
quite  clear.  The  right  conferred  is  the  "  perpetual  and  free 
use  of  the  right  of  way ''  in  question.  The  consideration  for 
this  grant  was  given  both  by  the  Elyton  Land  Company  and 
the  appellee,  as  we  have  heretofore  shown.  Its  use  by  the  ap- 
pellee was  of  great  advantage  to  the  other  road.  The  word 
^free*'  must  here  be  construed  to  mean  free  of  compensation, 
not  merely  uninterrupted  use,  as  insisted  by  appellant's  coun- 
seL  This  construction  is  corroborated  by  the  fact  that  no 
compensation  was  ever  claimed  for  such  use  until  the  bring- 
ing of  the  action  of  ejectment  sought  to  be  enjoined  by  the 
present  bill, — a  period  of  more  than  nine  years  from  the 
making  of  the  contract. 
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It  TCfults  fiom  the  fiyi^going  idews  that  there  is  no  enor  in 
the  deeiee  of  the  chanoeUor  of  which  appellant  can  complain. 
The  compensation  required  by  the  decree  to  be  paid  tat  the 
land|  if  erroneonsi  was  error  withoat  iiqnry. 

The  decree  is  affirmed. 


Oms  Wbo  8cAnMi  bt  m  Ounau  AjHiraia  10  Puauam 
BMoigr  oa  hb  land  undar  aa  cRoaaou  opiaiaB  ef  tiUa  otaaot  sftarwaidi  •■- 
Mrlhb^|ilri|^lagdBsl0aohp«Mai  ^lyaa  ▼,  Aiwii^a^  66  Am.  Pso.  llOt 
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Babkly  v.  Gofbland. 

l74CUUVQBnA,  LI 

DmnuuR  oi  Aomm  iqb  Slavvib  kat  sot  Sbow  dt  Mixioixuur 
dvonnilHiow  not  kaowii  to  him  when  he  apoke  the  wwde  oompleiBedol 

SvUMBfOB. — FUDB   STATnODITB  MaDS   BT  A  WlTRlBB  MAT  U   RKmVXD 

nr  Etxdxnob  when  the  advene  party  hae  aoaght  to  impeaeh  him  by 
•howing  that  he  wae  testifying  under  some  motiTe,  and  that  hie  aoooont 
ia  a  iafarioation  of  a  late  date^  if  anoh  prior  etatementa  were  made  before 
the  motiye  imputed  to  him  oonld  have  ezieted. 
ItoaivANo  EviDiifOB  nr  Sufpobt  ot  Wmnsa  bdobb  Akt  d  Oiubxd 
ID  Imfiaoh  Hm  will  not  justify  the  granting  of  a  new  trial,  if  evidence 
ia  Bubeeqnently  olfored  and  receiTed  for  the  pupoae  of  lach  impeaoh- 


SvnMBffOB  09  Oteer  GRnaL^Lr  AonoN  vob  SLAHraRnra  plaintiff  by 
dhargiDg  him  with  stealing  the  cattle  of  P.,  a  witness  may  be  per- 
mitted to  detail  a  oonTersation  between  him  and  plaintiff,  in  which  the 
latter  made  an  effort  to  indnce  the  former  to  steal  the  cattle  of  D.,  if 
the  witness  states  that  there  was  a  general  nnderstaoding  between  him 
and  plaintifl^  vnder  which  he  was  to  steal  oatUe  and  driTe  them  to  plain- 
tiff  to  be  butchered  for  their  joint  benefit. 

Dmlabatiohs  ot  ax  AaiHT  abb  Apmhwibtj  AOAnrsT  ms  Fbihoipaii 
if  the  latter  has  designated  the  former  as  a  person  who  oonld  be  trusted, 
and  throng  whom  reports  would  be  made,  and  the  declarations  are  part 
of  a  report  made  by  him. 

XramrcB  09  THB  Wbaltb  or  DsnanuiiT  n  Apmhwibtj  or  AonoN 
AOAnrgT  Him  iob  Slanpxb,  to  show  the  extent  of  the  injury  suffered 
from  his  defamatory  word%  and  when  punitive  damages  are  aUowed,  to 
graduate  the  punishment. 

Action  for  slander  in  charging  the  plaintiff  with  being  in- 
terested with  one  Russell  Speegle  in  stealing  the  cattle  of 
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Thonias  Pdk,  and  with  receiving  each  cattle  from  Speegle 
knowing  them  to  have  been  stolen.  Verdict  for  one  dollar. 
Plaintiff  appealed. 

/action  Hatch  and  Clay  W.  Taylor^  for  the  appellant 

Chipman  and  Garier^  /.  F.  JSOiiOfS  and  L.  V.  HUeheock,  for 
the  respondent. 

Thornton,  J.  Action  to  teooTer  damages  for  slanderooii 
words  spoken  by  defendant  of  plaintiff. 

The  plaintiff  recovered  a  verdict  of  one  dollar  damages. 
He  then  moved  for  a  new  trial,  which  was  denied,  and  fiom 
the  judgment  and  the  above  order  plaintiff  appealed. 

In  regard  to  the  motion  of  plaintiff  to  strike  oat  certain 
portions  of  defendant's  answer,  to  which  our  attention  is  first 
called,  we  will  remark  that  only  such  mitigating  drcom- 
stances  as  were  within  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant  nhesk 
he  spoke  the  words  complained  of  can  be  alleged  in  the  answer: 
Bee  WiUcver  v.  HUl,  72  N.  Y.  36;  Hatfield  v.  La»her,  81  Id. 
249.  Bat  as  the  jury  were  instnicted  as  to  such  circum* 
stances  in  accordance  with  the  above,  the  error  of  the  conri 
below  in  refusing  to  strike  out  that  portion  of  the  answer 
which  set  forth  the  circumstances  of  mitigation  not  known  to 
the  defendant  when  he  uttered  the  words  counted  on  worked 
no  injury  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant  offered  in  evidence  the  deposition  of  Russell 
Speegle,  who  had  been  convicted  of  stealing  the  cattle  of 
Thomas  Polk,  in  relation  to  which  theft  the  disparaging 
words  uttered  by  the  defendant  had  been  spoken.  Speegle 
testified  to  statements  made  by  him  to  several  persons  in  re* 
gard  to  the  theft  of  the  cattle.  The  statements  or  declara- 
tions were  made  to  Laura  Moore,  David  Burke,  Pope,  Costello, 
Mitchell,  and  L  Speegle,  and  were  testified  to  by  all  of  the  last 
named  except  Laura  Moore,  who  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
called.  They  tend  to  corroborate  his  testimony  in  regard  to 
the  connection  of  the  plaintiff  with  the  stealing  of  the  cattle, 
by  showing  that  about  oi  not  long  after  his  (Specie's)  arrest 
for  the  larceny  of  the  cattle,  he  made  statements  in  regard  to 
it  similar  to  those  which  he  made  in  his  testimony. 

The  statement  to  Laura  Moore  was  made  shortly  before  the 
cattle  were  taken  to  the  plaintiff.  The  statements  made  to 
the  other  witnesses  were  made  after  his  arrest. 

The  statements  were  allowed  to  go  to  the  jury  against  the 
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objection  and  exception  of  plaintiff,  and  before  any  evidence 
impeaching  the  witness  Speegle  had  been  introduced. 

It  has  been  held  in  this  state  that  where  an  attempt  has 
been  made  to  impeach  a  witness  by  proving  former  contradic* 
tory  statements,  ne  cannot  be  supported  by  evidence  that  he 
has  made  to  other  persons  declarations  consistent  with  his 
testimony.  This  ruling  was  made  in  People  v.  Dayell^  48  CaL 
90, 91.  But  in  the  same  case  it  was  said:  '^  Such  declarations 
may,  however,  be  admissible  in  contradiction  of  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  the  account  is  a  fabrication  of  late  date, 
when  it  may  be  shown  that  the  same  account  was  given  before 
its  ultimate  effect  and  operation  (arising  from  a  change  of 
circumstances)  could  have  been  foreseen;  and  also,  perhaps, 
in  other  peculiar  cases  ":  48  Cal.  91.  It  has  been  frequently 
held  that  when  the  witness  is  charged  with  testifying  under 
the  influence  of  some  motive  prompting  him  to  make  a  false 
statement,  it  may  be  shown  that  he  made  similar  statements 
at  a  time  when  the  imputed  motive  did  not  exist:  See  Oatee 
T.  People,  14  HI.  438;  Stolp  v.  Blair,  68  Id.  543;  State  v.  Den- 
nin,  82  Yt.  158;  StaU  v.  Vincenty  24  Iowa,  570;  95  Am.  Deo. 
753;  Wharton  on  Evidence,  sec.  570. 

When  the  evidence  objected  to  was  admitted,  no  evidence 
impeaching  Speegle  had  been  put  in. 

The  declarations  of  Speegle  were  offered  by  defendant  in 
putting  in  his  defense,  and  the  impeaching  evidence  was  offered 
by  plaintiff  in  rebuttal. 

The  impeaching  evidence  consisted  of  the  depositions  of 
three  convicts  in  the  state  prison,  and  was  to  the  effect  that 
soon  after  certain  persons  representing  the  defendant  had 
visited  the  state  prison,  and  had  an  interview  with  Speegle; 
that  each  of  them  had  had  an  interview  with  Speegle,  in  which 
he  said  that  Barkly  had  sued  Copeland  for  damages  for  saying 
that  he  was  in  with  him  in  stealing  cattle;  that  these  repre- 
sentatives of  the  defendant  had  told  him  that  if  he  would 
swear  that  Barkly  was  in  with  him  in  stealing  the  cattle  they 
would  get  him  pardoned  right  away;  that  Speegle  also  stated 
that  Barkly  was  not  in  with  him,  but  that  if  there  was  any 
way  to  get  out  of  prison  he  was  going  to  do  it. 

This  testimony  introduced  by  plaintiff  tended  to  show  that 
Speegle  was  testifying  at  the  trial  under  the  influence  of  a 
promise  to  procure  his  pardon  in  case  he  would  so  testify  as 
to  inculpate  the  plaintiff;  that  his  testimony  had  been  given 
under  the  influence  of  a  motive  prompting  him  to  make  a 
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false  statement.  This  state  of  things  would  iindonbtedly 
bring  the  case  within  the  rule  allowing  the  prior  declarations 
of  like  character  to  be  given  in  evidence  to  support  his  testi- 
mony, if  the  impeaching  evidence  had  been  offered  before  the 
prior  statement  had  been  testified  to.  Is  it  error  for  which  a 
judgment  of  reversal  should  be  here  given,  because  impeach- 
ing evidence  was  not  put  in  before  the  statements  objected  to 
were  introduced?  There  can  be  no  doubt,  we  think,  that  if 
the  court  had  ruled  out  the  prior  declarations  of  Speegle  when 
offered,  it  would  have  ruled  correctly.  But  having  admitted 
the  declarations  before  the  introduction  by  plaintiff  of  the 
evidence  to  impeach,  we  do  not  think  we  should  pronounoe  a 
judgment  of  reversal,  when  we  find  in  the  record,  thongh  sub- 
sequently introduced,  evidence  which  would  have  authorised 
the  admission  of  the  prior  declarations  or  statements  if  offered 
before  they  were  testified  to. 

The  evidence  of  the  witness  Snelling,  detailing  a  conversa- 
tion had  by  him  with  Russell  Speegle,  which  came  in  after 
the  impeaching  evidence  had  been  put  into  the  case,  was  of 
the  character  of  those  just  above  considered,  and  was  admis* 
sible  on  the  same  grounds. 

The  testimony  of  Bussell  Speegle  concerning  an  effort  of 
plaintiff,  made  in  June,  1884,  to  get  the  witness  to  steal  cat- 
tle belonging  to  Dicus,  and  drive  them  to  him,  was  admissible. 
Speegle  details  this  as  a  part  of  the  general  understanding 
between  him  and  plaintiff,  by  which  the  former  was  to  steal 
cattle,  drive  them  to  plaintiff  to  be  butchered,  and  the  pro- 
ceeds to  be  shared  between  them.  We  think  this  evidence 
was  admissible  to  show  the  relations  and  transactions  between 
the  witness  and  the  plaintiff  as  bearing  on  the  question  of  the 
stealing  of  Polk's  cattle,  and  to  sustain  defendant's  plea  of 
justification. 

There  was  no  error  in  admitting  the  declarations  of  N. 
Barkly,  plaintiff's  driver,  to  R.  Speegle.  There  was  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  had  told  Speegle  (who  tes- 
tified to  these  declarations)  that  he  could  trust  this  driver, 
and  that  plaintiff  would  report  through  him  to  Speegle.  The 
tendency  of  the  above  was  to  show  that  this  driver  was  to  be 
the  medium  of  communication  between  Speegle  and  the  plain- 
tiff. The  declarations  objected  to  appear  to  have  been  made 
in  a  report  to  Speegle  of  the  condition  of  the  cattle  stolen  by 
him  and  turned  over  to  the  plaintiff.    The  above  was  evi- 
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dence  of  such  a  relation  between  Barklj  and  the  driver  ac 
rendered  hie  declarations  admiBBible. 

Plaintiff  offered  to  prove  by  defendant  that  in  June,  188S;. 
and  at  the  time  of  the  utterance  of  the  language  admitted  hj- 
him  in  his  answer,  he  was  worth,  at  least  in  property,  one' 
hundred  thousand  dollars.  The  offer  was  disallowed,  and' 
there  was  exception  by  plaintiff. 

In  actions  of  slander  and  libel,  such  evidence  has  been  held 
admissible  in  many  of  the  states.  We  cite  the  following 
cases:  Brown  v.  Barnes^  89  Mich.  211;  33  Am.  Rep.  335; 
Hayner  v.  Cotodenj  27  Ohio  St.  292;  22  Am.  Rep.  803;  Bennett 
V.  Hyde^  6  Conn.  24;  Buckley  v.  Knapp,  48  Mo.  153;  Hodey  v. 
Brooks,  20  HI.  115;  71  Am.  Dec.  252;  HumphrieB  v.  Pdrker,  52 
Me.  502;  Kamey  v.  Paideyy  13  Iowa,  89;  Adcoek  v.  Marshy  8 
Ind.  360;  Letois  v.  Chapman,  19  Barb.  252;  see  also  1  Suther- 
land on  Damages,  743,  745. 

Such  evidence  is  admitted  on  the  ground  that  defendant's 
wealth  is  an  element  in  his  social  rank  and  influence,  and 
therefore  tends  to  show  the  extent  of  the  injury  suffered  from 
defendant's  words:  Biickley  v.  Knapp,  48  Mo.  163;  Bennett  v. 
Byde,  6  Conn.  24-27;  Lewis  v.  Chapman,  19  Barb.  252;  and 
where  punitive  or  exemplary  damages  are  allowed,  the  evi- 
dence is  admitted  by  which  to  graduate  the  punishment:  Ben^ 
nett  V.  Hyde^  supra.  In  this  case,  if  the  jury  had  rejected  the 
evidence  of  the  mitigating  circumstances,  it  might  have  found 
punitive  or  exemplary  damages. 

We  are  of  opinion  the  court  erred  in  rejecting  the  offer  of 
plaintiff  to  introduce  the  testimony  as  to  defendant's  wealth. 

The  court  committed  no  error  in  excluding  the  testimony  of 
Clark  concerning  a  conversation  had  with  Speegle  the  night 
after  the  arrest  of  the  latter,  as  the  proper  foundation  had  not 
been  laid  for  it  by  calling  Speegle's  attention  to  it. 

When  the  plaintiff  had  closed  his  case  in  rebuttal,  the 
court,  against  the  objection  and  exception  of  plaintiff,  allowed 
the  defendant,  who  had  been  present  during  the  entire  trial, 
to  be  called,  and  to  testify  fully  as  regards  his  defense. 

While  this  was  a  most  unusual  course,  and  one  not  to  be 

commended,  still  we  consider  it,  under  the  decisions  of  this 

court,  as  within  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  one  which, 

unless  such  discretion  is  abused,  cannot  be  reviewed  here.    As 

the  plaintiff  was  not  inhibited  from  offering  evidence  in  reply 

to  that  of  defendant,  and  in  fact  did  offer  some  evidence  in 
Am.  Br.  Bsp..  Vol  V. —27 
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reply,  we  oannot  Bay  that  there  was  here  such  an  abuse  of  dii- 
oretioo  as  would  justify  this  court  in  ordering  a  reversal. 

A  large  number  of  requests  for  directions  to  the  jury  were 
asked  by  both  parties.  And  while  some  of  those  asked  by 
plaintiff  and  refused  might  well  have  been  given,  yet  we  are 
of  opinion  that  the  instructions  as  given  covered  substantially 
the  same  points,  and  fairly  pres^ited  to  the  jury  the  law 
bearing  on  the  case. 

For  the  error  above  pointed  out,  the  judgment  and  order 
must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  a  new  triaL 

ADMiasiBiLnT  or  Statucshts  out  of  Ooubt  nr  Cobbobokixioh:  Scs 
the  note  to  Johmmr,  PaUermm,  11  Am.  Deo.  767-700,  wliereifcunid  tkaft 
■adh  eUtemente  ere  not  generally  edmiaiible  before  impeachment;  and  to  the 
•ame  effect^  aee  State  v.  PaUermmt  89  Id.  690;  bnt  when  an  intention,  of  im> 
peaching  the  witneos  is  annonnoed,  each  etatementi  are  admissible:  State  ▼• 
Oeorge^  49  Id.  S92. 

EvmiNCB  09  Cbdcb  DmBXHT  IBOM  That  CEAaoKD  li  never  ndnds- 
eible  except  to  show  motive,  interest,  or  gnil^  knowledges  /Vopfa  ▼.  Skarp^ 
1  Am.  St.  Rep.  861;  People  v.  Oreemoall,  2  Id.  416.  A  party  sned  lor  sks- 
der,  who  denies  the  ohaige^  cannot»  on  cross-examination,  be  asked  if  he  had 
not  slandered  another  person  two  or  three  years  before:  SuUieam  v.  O'Lemf, 
146  Mass.  822. 

DsOLARATIOire    Of   AOBMT    MadS    WBIU    V   THB  TbAMBMOOOM  tm  TBM 

Primoipal'b  Buanrna  are  admiasiUe  against  the  prinoipili  Sumekh  ▼• 
Grand  Tnmk^yOo.,  03  Am.  Deo.  474. 

EviBMNox  ov  PxovTHiABT  Ck>NDiiioH  09  DxnaiDAirr  n  AuoBBonjE  n 
AonoN  lOB  Slandxb,  if  the  evidence  warrants  the  impoiitioii  of  vindictive 
damages:  JReeeee  r,  Wimh  2  Am.  St  Bep.  287»  and  note;  and  see  note  to 
^roionv.  j^amei^  83  Am.  Eep.  877-380;  to  the  same  efleot  are  IBseset  ▼,  Wkm, 
97  N.  O.  246;  andiJonvicm  ▼.  Oawlff.  82  Ya.  2891 
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A  MuVSOfPAI*  COBPOBATIOH  MAT  PboHIBIT  THl  KXEPIVO  THSBIHr  OF  AVT 

Tipruvo-HOi78%  Dbam-bhop,  ob  Bab-booii.  Snch  prohibition  does  not 
conflict  with  any  provision  of  the  constitntion  of  the  state^  nor  of  the 
United  States. 

Bearden  and  Ray^  for  the  petitioner* 

WtUiamM  and  McKinUy,  and  N.  P,  Conroy^  for  the  respond- 
ent. 

Patebson,  J.  The  petitioner  is  before  us  on  a  writ  of  JiabeoM 
corpus  to  test  the  validity  of  an  ordinance  of  the  city  of  Pasa- 
dena, duly  passed,  approved,  and  published,  for  a  violation  of 


Oct  1887.]  Ex  PARTE  Campbell.  419 

which  he  has  been  duly  convicted.  The  ordinance  was  passed 
February  19,  1887,  and  took  e£fect  on  the  first  Monday  in 
May,  1887.  The  following  provisions  only  are  germane  to  the 
matter  before  us: — 

"  Sec.  1.  It  shall  be  and  is  hereby  made  unlawful  for  any 
person  or  persons,  either  as  owner,  principal,  agent,  servant, 
or  employee,  to  establish,  open,  keep,  maintain,  or  carry  on, 
or  assist  in  carrying  on,  within  the  corporate  limits  of  the 
city  of  Pasadena,  any  tippling-house,  dram-shop,  cellar,  sa- 
loon, bar,  bar-room,  sample-room,  or  other  place  where  spirit- 
uous, vinous,  malt,  or  mixed  liquors  are  sold  or  given  away; 
....  provided,  that  the  prohibitions  of  this  ordinance  shall 
not  apply  to  the  sale  of  liquors  for  medicinal  purposes  by  a 
regularly  licensed  druggist,  upon  the  prescription  <^  a  physi- 
cian entitled  to  practice  medicine  under  the  laws  of  the  state 
of  California;  nor  shall  such  prohibitions  apply  to  the  sale  of 
such  liquors  for  chemical  or  medicinal  purposes.'' 

Violations  of  the  ordinance  are  declared  to  be  misdemean- 
ors. The  complaint  under  which  petitioner  was  convicted 
charged  that  the  said  Campbell,  at  the  time  and  place  afore- 
said (May  8,  1887),  did  keep  and  maintain  a  certain  dram- 
shop,, saloon,  and  bar-room,  where  spirituous  and  malt  liquors 
were  then  sold,  said  defendant  being  then  and  there  the  owner 
thereof;  that  said  defendant  was  not  then  and  there  a  regu- 
larly licensed  druggist,  and  the  liquors  then  and  there  sold  by 
him  were  not  sold  for  either  chemical  or  medicinal  purposes. 

In  addition  to  the  facts  above  stated,  counsel  for  the  peti- 
tioner and  for  the  people  have  stipulated, — 

''  That  there  has  not  since  the  first  day  of  May,  1887,  been 
Any  ordinance  of  the  city  of  Pasadena  requiring  a  license  to 
sell  vinous,  malt,  or  mixed  liquors  in  any  quantity. 

"  That  there  was  an  ordinance  of  the  city  of  Pasadena  re- 
quiring a  license  to  retail  spirituous,  vinous,  malt,  and  mixed 
liquors,  passed  in  June,  1886,  which  was  in  force  up  to  the 
first  day  of  May,  1887;  and  the  said  city  issued  a  license  un- 
der said  ordinance  to  petitioner  to  retail  and  sell  spirituous, 
vinous,  malt,  and  mixed  liquors  up  to  the  first  day  of  May, 
1887;  but  said  ordinance  was  repealed  February  19,  1887, 
the  repeal  taking  eflTect  May  1,  1887. 

"That  the  petitioner  has  paid  all  county  and  municipal 
taxes  assessed  against  the  spirituous,  vinous,  malt,  and  mixed 
liquors  owned,  kepti  and  sold  by  him  in  said  saloon  in  said 
city  of  Pasadena." 
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It  Im  claimed  by  the  petitioner  that  the  ordinance  is  void 
becanae  it  conflicts  with  section  18,  article  1,  of  the  conatitn- 
tion  of  this  state,  which  provides  that  no  person  shall  be  de- 
prived of  life,  liberty,  or  property  without  due  process  of  law. 
It  has  been  held  that  an  act  which  substantially  destroys  the 
property  in  intoxicating  liquors  owned  and  possessed  by  per- 
sons within  the  state  when  the  act  took  effect,  by  preventing 
the  sale,  keeping,  or  giving  away  of  the  same,  except  for  me- 
dicinal purposes,  is  violative  of  this  provision  of  the  constitu- 
tion, and  in  its  application  to  such  liquors  is  inoperative  and 
void:  Wynehamer  v.  Pfopfe,  18  N,  Y.  878;  BeHholfY.  (ySeiUy, 
74  Id.  616;  30  Am.  Rep.  823. 

That  question,  however,  is  not  properly  before  us  in  this  pro* 
ceeding.  It  is  not  shown  by  the  record  when,  if  ever,  the  peti- 
tioner became  the  owner  of  the  liquor  sold.  The  last  paragraph 
of  the  above  stipulated  facts,  as  to  pajrment  of  taxes,  was  in- 
tended, no  doubt,  to  present  ^e  question  arising  out  of  owner- 
ship for  an  opinion,  but  the  language  is  so  uncertain  in  its 
effect  that  it  ought  not  to  be  taken  as  the  basis  of  a  dedsion 
upon  so  grave  and  important  a  constitutional  question.  In 
all  inquiries  upon  matters  of  this  kind,  the  facts  should  be 
full  and  clear,  or  the  court  should  refuse  to  consider  the  ques- 
tion: Bartemeyer  v.  Joioa,  18  Wall.  129. 

The  same  may  be  said  of  the  contention  that  the  ordinance 
is  void  under  section  8,  article  1,  subdivision  3,  of  the  consti- 
tution of  the  United  States,  because  no  distinction  is  made 
between  imported  wines  and  liquors  remaining  in  the  original 
and  unbroken  packages,  and  other  wines  and  liquors;  there  is 
nothing  to  show  the  character  of  the  liquors  sold  by  the  peti- 
tioner. Furthermore,  the  petitioner  is  charged  witii  keeping 
a  bar-room,  and  we  consider  the  case  only  upon  that  basis.  It 
is  further  claimed  that  the  ordinance  is  void,  because  '*  under 
the  municipal  corporation  act,  the  city  of  Pasadena  was  not 
authorized  to  pass  the  ordinance:  Stats.  1883,  c.  49,  sec.  862, 
subds.  1-10;  for  if  the  legislature  had  intended  to  confer  the 
power  to  prohibit  the  sale  of  wines  and  liquors  upon  cities  of 
the  sixth  class  (of  which  Pasadena  is  one),  it  would  have  said 
so  in  direct  terms,  as  was  done  in  the  case  of  cities  of  the  fourth 
class." 

Prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  constitution  of  1879,  the  local 
authorities  possessed  only  such  powers  as  were  expressly  or 
by  necessary  implication  conferred  upon  them  by  their  char- 
ters.   It  is  now  provided  that  ''any  county,  city,  town,  or 
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township  maj  make  and  enforce  within  its  limits  all  such 
local  polioe,  sanitary,  and  other  regalations  as  are  not  in  con- 
flict with  general  laws":  Const.,  art.  11,  sec.  11.  Under  this 
provision,  every  county,  city,  town,  or  township  may  adopt  and 
enforce  such  constitutional  police  regulations  as  are  not  in  con- 
flict with  general  laws.  It  has  the  same  power  over  its  own 
local  police  and  sanitary  affairs  as  were  formerly  granted  by 
the  legislature,  and  unless  the  exercise  thereof  will  conflict 
with  the  operation  of  general  laws,  it  may  make  and  enforce 
the  same  through  its  local  government.  That  such  a  law  as 
the  one  before  us  is  not  repugnant  to  any  clause  of  the  consti- 
tution of  the  United  States,  there  can  be  no  doubt.  The  su- 
preme court  of  the  United  States  has  decided,  uniformly,  that 
'*  the  usual  ordinary  legislation  of  the  states  regulating  or  pro- 
hibiting the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  raises  no  question  un- 
der the  constitution  of  the  United  States  prior  to  the  fourteenth 
amendment  of  that  instrument.  The  right  to  sell  intoxicating 
liquors  is  not  one  of  the  privileges  and  immunities  of  the  citi- 
zen of  the  United  States,  which  by  that  amendment  the  states 
were  forbidden  to  abridge":  Bartemeyery.  lowa^  9upra;  License 
Caees^  6  How.  504;  Beet  Co.  v.  Maemehueeiie^  97  U.  S.  82.  And 
that  the  power  to  license,  regulate,  or  prohibit  tippling-houses 
is  a  constitutional  righ^  which  may  be  enforced  as  a  police 
regulation  through  proper  legislation,  is  no  longer  an  open 
question  in  this  state.  In  Ex  parte  Smith  and  Keating ^  38  CaL 
708,  it  was  said:  *'  Legislatures  have  enacted  a  variety  of  laws 
which  undoubtedly,  in  a  general  sense,  affect  the  rights  of  life, 
liberty,  property,  safety,  and  happiness  by  way  of  restraint 
Of  such  are  laws  regulating  the  slaughter  of  animals,  the  in- 
terment of  the  dead,  the  erection  of  buildings,  in  cities  and 
towns,  of  inflammable  material,,  the  manufacture  and  keeping 
of  gunpowder  and  other  explosive  compounds,  the  vending  of 
poisons  and  other  noxious  drugs,  the  sale  of  intoxicating  bev- 
erages to  certain  classes  of  persons,  as  Indians,  and  even  to  all 
classes  of  persons,  as  in  the  case  of  the  prohibitory  liquor  laws 
of  Maine  and  Massachusetts":  Ex  parte  MeClain^  61  Cal.  437; 
44  Am.  Bep.  554. 

Unless  we  are  prepared,  therefore,  to  overrule  the  decisions 
of  our  own  state,  and  disregard  the  opinions  of  the  supreme 
court  of  the  United  States,  we  must  ho^d  that  the  ordinance 
in  question  is  free  from  objection,  so  far  as  its  constitutionality 
is  concerned;  that  it  is  not  violative  of  any  clause  of  the  con* 
Btitutioii  of  the  United  States;  and  that  it  is,  in  its  scope  and 
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q;>eration,  within  the  police  powers  which  may  be  lawftillj 
enforced  under  the  provisions  of  the  constitution  of  this  state. 

There  is  but  one  question  remaining  to  be  considered:  Is 
the  ordinance  "in  conflict  with  general  laws"?  Section  11, 
article  11,  of  the  constitution,  clearly  subordinates  the  powers 
conferred  upon  counties,  cities,  towns,  and  townships  to  the 
general  laws  of  the  state.  It  is  claimed  that  the  ordinance 
before  us  is  in  conflict  with  general  laws  because  ''the  one 
prohibits,  the  other  makes  full  provision  for  the  granting  of 
licenses  for,  the  sale  of  spirituous,  vinous,  and  malt  liquors." 
In  support  of  this  contention,  counsel  cites  sections  8356, 8381, 
8382,  4045,  and  4408  of  the  Political  Code,  and  subdivision  83, 
section  25,  of  the  county  government  act.  Statutes  of  1883,  page 
803.  The  provisions  of  the  Political  Code  referred  to  are  nn* 
constitutional,  and  no  longer  operative.  This  was  decided  in 
People  V.  Martifiy  60  Cal.  156,  where  it  is  said  that ''  the  taking 
of  the  power  to  impose  such  taxes  [licenses]  from  the  legis- 
laturCi  and  vesting  it  in  the  local  authorities,  is  but  another 
of  the  many  evidences  to  be  found  in  the  new  constitation  of 
the  intention  to  bring  matters  of  a  local  concern  home  to  the 
people."  Those  sectious  of  the  code,  therefore,  stand  annulled 
by  the  constitution.  ^Section  25  of  the  county  government 
act  confers  upon  the  bbards  of  supervisors  in  their  respective 
counties  power  to  make  and  enforce  "  all  such  local  police, 
sanitary,  and  other  regulations  as  are  not  in  conflict  with  gen- 
eral laws.")  There  is  nothing  in  the  case  before  us  to  show 
whether  the  board  of  supervisors  of  Los  Angeles  County  have 
ever  made  any  regulations  with  respect  to  the  sale  of  wines  or 
liquors  in  saloons  and  bar-rooms,  but  manifestly  such  regula- 
tions, if  made,  could  not  operate  to  divest  the  authorities  of 
the  city  of  the  right  to  legislate  upon  the  same  subject,  and 
enforce  such  regulations  within  the  city  limits.  The  regula- 
tions of  the  board  of  supervisors  would  not  be  a  general  law 
within  the  meaning  of  the  provisions  of  section  11,  article  11, 
of  the  constitution: 

Our  attention  has  not  been  called  to  any  general  law  from 
which  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  legislature  to  prohibit 
such  ordinances  as  the  one  before  us  —  local  police  regula- 
tions in  cities  —  can  be  inferred.  It  is  true,  as  claimed  by 
the  petitioner,  the  legislature  has  by  many  acts  manifested 
the  policy  of  encouraging  the  growth  of  the  grape  and  the 
manufacture  of  wines  and  brandies  by  our  people,  and  has 
coDiidered  the  liquor  traffic  heretofore  as  a  legitimate  sooroa 
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of  revenue;  but  no  act  now  in  force  and  effect  is  by  its  express 
terms  or  by  implication  a  limitation  upon  the  powers  of  the 
manioipalities  of  the  state  to  regulate  or  prohibit  the  sale  of 
intoxicating  liquors  in  bar-rooms.  The  legislature  has  pro- 
hibited the  sale  of  liquors  to  minors,  and  in  the  lobbies  of 
theaters,  near  camp-meetings,  and  in  and  about  certain  pub- 
lic buildings  and  institutions  of  learning.  It  has  also  repealed 
what  was  known  as  the  Sunday  law;  and  by  an  act  recently 
passed,  has  made  it  unlawful  to  sell,  or  offer  to  sell,  under  the 
name  q£  wine,  or  under  any  name  designating  pure  wines,  any 
substance  or  compound,  except  pure  wine,  or  pure  grape  must, 
as  defined  in  the  act;  and  has  appropriated  a  large  sum  of 
money  for  the  use  of  the  state  board  of  viticulture.  All  these 
are  indicative  of  a  policy  to  regulate. 

There  is  nothing  in  these  acts  inconsistent  with  the  consti- 
tutional authority  vested  in  the  municipalities  to  make  and 
enforce  such  local  regulations  respecting  saloons^tc.,  as  may 
be  deemed  best  by  the  local  legislative  bodies.  /^Section  11  of 
article  11  is  itself  a  charter  for  each  county,  city,  town,  and 
township  in  the  state,  so  far  as  its  local  regulations  are  con- 
cerned; and  nothing  less  than  a  positive  and  general  law  upon 
the  same  subject  can  be  said  to  create  a  conflict  within  the 
meaning. of  that  section:  Ex  parte  Ah  Toy,  57  Cal.  92. j 

There  is  nothing  in  this  case  which  requires  us  to  determine 
any  other  question  than  the  right  of  the  city  to  prevent  tip- 
pling-houses,  dram-shops,  and  bar-rooms, — a  question  entirely 
different  from  that  sought  to  be  raised  by  petitioner,  arising 
out  of  the  ownership  and  manufacture  of  wines,  etc. 

Not  only  is  there  nothing  in  the  provisions  of  the  ordinance 
before  us  inconsistent  with  general  laws,  but  its  provisions  are 
in  harmony  with  the  authority  expressly  vested  in  cities  of 
the  sixth  class  by  section  862  of  the  municipal  corporation  act 
of  March  13, 1883,  which  provides  that  the  board  of  trustees 
shall  have  power  "  to  pass  all  ordinances  not  in  conflict  with 
the  constitution  and  laws  of  this  state  or  of  the  United  States." 
This  act  of  March  13,  1883,  is  in  harmony  with,  and  passed 
in  obedience  to,  the  provisions  of  section  6,  article  11,  of  the 
constitution. 

In  cases  of  this  kind,  we  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  policy 
of  the  law.  That  is  a  matter  for  the  legislature.  In  deter- 
mining the  question  whether  there  is  a  conflict,  we  look  only 
at  the  law  itself,  which  is  the  best  and  only  evidence  of  the 
policy  of  the  state  on  the  question  before  us. 

Ths  petitioner  is  remanded  to  custody. 
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MoFABUoro^  J.«  iliiinto<1  from  the  opiiiioik  of  the  majority,  on  tbe  gramd 
that  the  daar  pupOM  of  the  ordinaaoe  in  question  "was  practically  to  da- 
atroy  the  ownenhip  of  certain  commoditiea  which  in  other  parte  of  the  ateta 
are  reoogniaed  and  dealt  with  aa  property  aa  fully  aa  ie  floor,  or  baooo,  or 
aagar.  One  of  them — ^wine — is  the  product  of  a  leading  induatry.  Itpnnridaa 
that  these  commodities  shall  not  be  sold  or  given  away  at  a^y  place  within 
the  bounds  of  the  municipality.  The  power  to  sell  or  dispose  of  property 
gives  to  it  its  main  valuable  quality;  and  to  take  away  this  quality  is  to  sob- 
atantially  confiscate  it**  He  insisted  that  the  ordinance  was  void,  beoaaaa 
in  conflict  with  the  general  laws  of  the  state,  in  this,  that  theae  lawa  reoog- 
nized  property  in  wines  and  liquors,  and  encouraged  their  manu&ctnre  and 
aale,  while  the  ordinance  interfered  with  such  right  of  property,  and  made 
such  sale  weUnigh  impossible  within  the  territorial  Umits  of  the  mnnioi- 
pality. 

MumOIPAL    OOBPOBATlOir    MAT    PttOHIBIT    TBM    QaJM   OV   XXTOQaOASiaft 

LiQUOBS:  PeUm  t.  SmdaO,  74  Am.  Dea  622;  aadnotsu 


In  bb  Lowbnthal. 

[74  GiuFoaiixA,  iml] 
It  n  A  OoMmirT  ov  Cauvr  to  Obstbuot  ahb  Taem  ibox  a  Poliob 

OfflOBB,  UVBIB  LlQAL  PbOOIBS,  PBBSOVAL  PROPKBTr  TAXBr  ST  HlH 

uin>XB  A  SBABGH-WABBJjn?  issuod  by  the  presiding  judge  of  sneh  oonr^ 
for  the  purpoee  of  securing  certain  doeomsnts  alleged  to  have  been  used 
in  committing  a  felony. 

Habeas  cobpub. 

P.  F.  DwMMf  for  the  petitioner. 

If.  J.  SvUivan  and  Joseph  Kirk^  tor  the  reepondeni. 

The  CouBT.  The  petitioner  was  fined  and  committed  to 
the  county  jail  for  a  term  of  five  days  for  a  contempt  of  the 
process  of  the  superior  court,  department  9,  in  and  for  the  city 
and  county  of  San  Francisco. 

The  alleged  contempt  of  petitioner  consisted  in  obstructing 
and  taking  from  a  police  officer,  by  means  of  legal  procesa, 
certain  personal  property  taken  by  such  officer  under  a  searcb- 
warrant  issued  by  J.  V.  Coffey,  presiding  judge  of  said  supe- 
rior court,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  certain  documents  and 
papers  averred  to  have  been  used  as  a  means  of  committing  a 
felony. 

Petitioner  had  a  hearing  before  the  superior  court,  and  upon 
the  testimony  pro  and  con^  was  found  guilty  and  sentenced,  bm 
bereinbefore  stated. 

We  have  examined  the  reoord  with  some  oare,  and  are  d 
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opinion  the  superior  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-mat- 
ter and  of  the  person  of  the  petitioner,  and  that  the  judgment 
rendered  was  such  as,  upon  the  showing  made,  the  court  was 
authorized  to  make. 

The  increasing  volume  of  business  brought  before  this  court 
under  the  original  jurisdiction  conferred  upon  it,  and  the  time 
necessarily  consumed  thereby,  to  the  exclusion  of  other  and 
equally  important  business,  prompts  us  to  brevity  of  opinion 
in  cases  where,  like  the  present,  our  jurisdiction  is  not  appel- 
late. 

These  are  some  of  the  considerations  which  restrain  us  in 
the  present  case  from  arguing  in  extenso  from  the  premises  up 
to  the  conclusions  we  have  reached. 

The  petitioner  is  remanded  to  the  custody  of  the  Bberiff. 


San  Fbanoisoo  v.  Liverpool   and  London  and 

Globe  Insubanoe  Company. 

[74  Caufobkia,  11S.J 
FOBSiaH    C(ttP0]UTZ098    ARE    ERTrTLED    TO    THX    FBOTlOnOH    OF   8tATI 

Laws  m  fnUy  m  oitizens,  if  permitted  to  do  bumneet  in  the  itate;  and 
if  the  etatntM  of  a  atate  permit  foreign  corporations  to  do  boainesa 
thareiny  Imt  impoao  on  them  oonditiona  which  could  not  be  impoaed  on 
oitiaani^  tba  permit  ia  valid  while  the  condition  ia  Toid. 

SxAXB  OAimor  Lxrr  a  Tax  oh  Foboon  Oobpobations  noaro  BoszviBa 
TBEKMnff  if  ita  oonatitation  prohibita  it  from  levying  a  like  tax  on  ita 
inhabitanta. 

Wbav  d  a  Tax.  —If  a  atatnte  reqnirea  every  agent  of  a  foreign  inaoranoe 
oompany  ddng  bnaineea  in  thia  atate  to  pay  into  the  treaanry  of  the 
eoonty  a  anm  eqnal  to  one  per  oentom  of  the  amount  of  all  preminma 
paid  or  agreed  to  be  paid  to  anch  agent  for  inaoranoe  effected  by  him 
within  anch  county,  the  money  when  paid  to  conatitnte  a  fond  to  be 
known  aa  the  firemen's  relief  fond  of  anch  connty,  anch  exaction  ia  a 
tax,  and,  aa  anch*  ia  forbidden  by  aection  12  of  article  11  of  the  conati- 
tntion  of  California,  declaring  that  the  legialatnre  ahall  have  no  power 
to  impose  taxea  upon  connties,  cities,  towna,  or  other  mnnioipal  coipora- 
tiona,  or  npon  the  inhabitants  or  property  thereof^  for  eoonty,  city, 
town,  or  other  monicipal  purposes. 

A  Liomn  Profbr  is  a  PntioT  to  do  bosinesa  which  ooold  not  lawfnlly 
be  done  without  aoch  license. 

WOBMiaH    COBPORATION    DOSS   KOT   WaIVX   THB   UkOONSTXTUTXONAUTT    OV 

A  SiATun  BT  CoMminiNG  AiTSR  ITB  PAflSAGS  to  do  businsss  in  the 
state.    If  the  conditiona  imposed  by  the  statute  are  void,  no  implied 
aaaent  thereto  can  be  presumed. 
Tn  iMPoainoii  ov  a  Tax  Forbidden  bt  tsb  Cokotitution  gankot  bi 

SunORTBD  AB  All  EXBRCISX  OF  THX  PoLICK  PoWXR  OF  THX  StATB. 
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E.  W.  McOraw  and  A.  L.  Harif  for  the  appellants. 

Stanly f  SUmey^  and  ffayeSf  John  Oarberj  Oearge  Floumoyy 
/n,  D.  M.  Ddmoif  D.  £•  Alexander^  and  Isaac  Jo9eph^  for 
the  reepoDdents. 

Temple,  J.  This  action  was  brought  to  recover  |441.8dy 
with  interest,  under  an  act  of  the  legislatore,  entitled  ^'An 
act  to  require  the  payment  of  certain  premiums  to  counties 
and  cities  and  counties  by  fire  insurance  companies  not  organ- 
ized under  the  laws  of  California,  but  doing  business  therein, 
and  providing  for  the  disposition  of  such  premiums/'  approved 
March  8, 1855:  Stats.  1886,  c.  16. 

An  answer  was  died  to  the  complaint,  and  thereupon,  on 
motion,  judgment  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  plead- 
ings, from  which  defendant  appeals. 

The  act  requires  every  agent  of  the  insurance  companies 
designated  to  pay  into  the  hands  of  the  treasurer  of  any 
county  or  city  and  county  in  the  state  a  sum  equal  to  one  per 
centum  upon  the  amount  of  all  premiums  which,  during  the 
year,  or  part  of  the  year,  ending  on  the  first  Monday  of  Sep- 
tember, shall  have  been  received  by  such  agent,  or  which  shidl 
have  been  agreed  to  have  been  paid  for  any  insurance  efiected, 
or  agreed  to  be  effected,  within  the  Umite  of  such  county  or 
city  and  county;  the  money  when  so  paid  to  constitute  a  fund 
known  as  the  firemen's  relief  fond  of  the  county  or  city  and 
county  in  which  the  property  insured  is  situated,  and  to  be 
under  the  exclusive  control  of  the  fire  commissioners,  or  other 
governing  body  of  the  fire  departments  of  such  county  or  city 
and  county,  under  such  general  regulations  as  the  board  of 
supervisors  thereof  may  prescribe. 

The  answer  does  not  deny  any  of  the  material  allegations 
of  the  complaint,  but  the  defendant  claims  that  the  exaction 
is  illegal,  and  that  the  statute  imposing  it  is  unconstitutional 
and  void;  that  it  is  violative  of  various  provisions  of  the  con- 
stitution, and  among  them  is  section  12,  article  11,  which 
reads  as  follows: — 

'^  The  legislature  shall  have  no  power  to  impose  taxes  upon 
counties,  cities,  towns,  or  other  public  or  municipal  corpora- 
tions, or  upon  the  inhabitants  or  property  thereof,  for  county, 
city,  town,  or  other  municipal  purposes,  but  may,  by  general 
laws,  vest  in  the  corporate  authorities  thereof  the  power  to 
assess  and  collect  taxes  for  such  purposes." 

If  this  exaction  is  a  tax,  and  the  purpose  to  which  the  pro* 
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oeedfl  are  devoted  is  a  county,  city,  town,  or  other  municipal 
purpose,  it  is  plain  that  it  is  prohibited  by  this  section.  Both 
propoflitionB  are  denied  by  respondent 

It  is  claimed  that  the  object  of  the  act  is  to  prescribe  a  con* 
dition  upon  the  performance  of  which  foreign  corporations 
shall  be  permitted  to  do  business  in  this  state;  that  the  state 
may  discriminate  against  such  corporations  in  fiivor  of  her 
own  citizens  or  domestic  corporations;  that  as  such  foreign 
corporations  have  no  rights  under  the  state  constitution,  ex- 
cept such  as  are  expressly  guaranteed  to  them,  eo  nomine  as 
foreign  corporations;  that  the  power  of  the  state  to  impose 
conditions  is  not  limited  by  general  provisions  of  the  state 
constitution,  and  is  absolute  unless  specifically  limited,  either 
in  the  federal  or  state  constitution;  and  in  the  absence  of 
such  limitations,  foreign  corporations,  as  such,  have  no  rights 
which  the  state  cannot  touch. 

This  claim  is  certainly  very  broad,  and  is  derived  from  the 
proposition  that  corporations  have  no  absolute  right  to  recog- 
nition in  other  states,  but  do  business  in  such  states  merely 
by  grace,  depending  for  the  enforcement  of  their  contracUi 
upon  the  assent  of  those  states,  which  may  be  given  on  such 
terms  as  they  please. 

It  is  of  some  interest  to  note  here  that  the  power  of  the 
legislature  to  impose  conditions  is  as  absolute  over  domestic 
as  over  foreign  corporations.  There  is  no  natural  right  in  our 
own  citizens  to  do  business  in  a  corporate  name.  These  home 
corporations  act  as  such  purely  by  grace,  and  not  by  right, 
depending  absolutely  upon  the  consent  of  the  state  for  the 
enforcement  of  their  contracts,  and  that  assent  may  be  with- 
held or  permitted  on  such  terms  as  the  state  shall  choose.  It 
may  exclude  domestic  corporations  entirely  from  the  state, 
and  in  the  absence  of  express  constitutional  limitation,  permit 
foreign  corporations  alone  within  its  borders,  or  may  impose  a 
license  tax  upon  domestic  corporations  which  is  not  imposed 
upon  foreign  corporations.  It  may  amend  or  repeal  its  char- 
ters at  any  time,  or  impose  such  new  terms  and  conditions 
to  the  right  to  do  business  as  it  may  see  fit.  This  absolute 
power  over  domestic  corporations  was  never  denied  or  ques- 
tioned, except  as  to  the  right  to  alter  or  amend  the  charters, 
and  that  right  is  clear  under  our  constitution. 

The  whole  force  and  effect  of  the  decisions  cited  from  the 
federal  courts  is,  that  foreign  corporations  are  not  protected  by 
lection  2,  article  10,  of  the  federal  constitution,  and  therefore 
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the  state  may  deal  with  corporations  organized  in  other  states 
as  absolutely  as  with  domestic  corporations.  When  the  courts 
of  the  United  States  speak  of  the  power  of  the  state  to  impoee 
conditions  upon  foreign  corporations^  they,  of  course,  have  ref- 
erence to  federal  limitations.  There  is  no  intimation  that 
such  corporations  are  not,  when  permitted  to  do  business 
within  a  state,  entitled  to  the  protection  of  its  laws  as  fully  as 
citisens.  That  is  not  a  federal  question;  but  those  courts 
have  held  that  a  statute  of  Iowa,  which  provided  that  any 
foreign  corporation  which  should  remove  a  cause  from  a  state 
court  to  a  federal  court  should  forfeit  its  right  to  do  business  as 
a  corporation  within  the  state,  was  void:  Barron  v.  Bumeide^ 
121 U.  8. 186.  In  that  case,  the  statute  made  it  a  misdemeanor 
for  any  one  to  act  as  agent  for  any  company  which  had  for* 
feited  its  right  to  do  business  in  the  state  under  this  act^ 
Barron  wap  convicted  under  the  statute,  and  his  conviction 
was  declared  illegal  by  the  supreme  court,  on  the  ground  thai 
no  such  condition  could  be  imposed. 

The  effect  of  this  decision  is,  that  the  permit  was  valid,  but 
the  condition  void.  Following  the  logic  of  this  case,  the  re- 
sult would  seem  inevitable  that  a  condition  in  violation  of  the 
state  constitution  is  simply  void.  Indeed,  this  would  seem 
too  obvious  to  require  much  discussion.  The  fact  that  the 
party  against  whom  a  suit  is  brought  to  collect  a  tax  may  be 
a  foreign  corporation  may  be  very  material  in  determining 
whether  the  tax  is  prohibited  by  the  constitution;  but  it  conid 
not  authorize  the  legislature  to  exercise  a  power  clearly  de- 
nied to  it  in  the  constitution.  Such  laws  are  vlira  vires^  and 
as  clearly  void  when  they  operate  upon  a  foreign  corporation 
as  upon  a  citizen. 

We  come  now  to  the  inquiry,  Is  the  exaction  here  in  ques- 
tion a  tax?  The  statute  itself  denominates  it  a  tax,  and  it 
must  be  confessed  that  it  has  all  the  characteristics  of  a  tax. 
It  is  a  charge  imposed  by  the  legislature  for  the  purpose  of 
revenue.  It  is  not  founded  upon  contract,  and  does  not  estab- 
lish the  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor.  It  is  an  enforced  pro- 
portional contribution,  levied  by  authority  of  the  state,  and,  as 
respondent  claims,  for  public  needs. 

That  it  has  all  the  attributes  of  a  tax  is  practically  ad- 
mitted by  the  respondent;  but  it  is  sought,  by  a  very  subtile 
process  of  reasoning,  to  show  that,  in  this  particular  case,  it 
must  not  be  regarded  as  a  tax.  However  deftly  it  is  stated, 
Che  point  in  all  this  specious  logic  is,  that  unless  it  be  held 
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something  else  than  a  tax,  it  may  be  unconstitutional.  Laws 
are  not  to  be  declared  unconstitutional  unless  clearly  so;  and 
if  two  constructions  are  possible,  and  according  to  one  the  law 
must  be  held  unconstitutional,  and  under  the  other  construc- 
tion it  can  be  sustained,  that  construction  must  be  adopted 
which  will  sustain  the  law. 

This  principle  is  not  disputed,  and  it  is  often  of  great  value, 
but  it  must  not  be  pressed  so  far  as  to  amount  to  an  abdica- 
tion of  its  functions  on  the  part  of  the  court,  nor  a  denial  of 
justice  to  suitors.  If  we  can  clearly  see  that  a  law  is  beyond 
the  power  of  the  legislature,  we  must  so  declare. 

It  is  claimed  that  this  is  a  sum  paid  by  the  corporation  for 
the  privilege  of  acting  as  such  in  this  state,  and  therefore  not 
a  tax.  The  plausibility  of  the  claim  consists  in  apparently 
identifying  this  case  with  cases  in  which  it  is  clear  the  exac- 
tion is  a  condition,  and  from  which  this  is  made  to  differ  only 
in  degree.  If  the  condition  had  been  that  the  corporation 
Bhould  pay  a  fixed  sum  for  the  privilege  before  it  was  allowed 
to  do  business  at  all,  it  would  no  doubt  be  held  a  condition, 
and  not  a  tax;  so,  perhaps,  if  the  license  were  required  to  be 
renewed  at  stated  periods;  and  it  has  been  held  that,  when 
the  corporation  is  required  to  pay  a  percentage  upon  its  re- 
ceipts, and  the  payment  is  required  to  be  secured  by  a  bond 
before  the  corporation  is  allowed  to  do  business  in  the  state, 
this  special  requirement  distinguishes  it  from  ordinary  taxa- 
tion, and  stamps  its  character:  Trustees  Exempt  Firemen^s 
Fund  V.  Boome,  93  N.  Y.  325;  45  Am.  Bep.  217. 

So  the  two  classes  of  cases,  one  of  which  is  plainly  taxation, 
and  the  other  a  sum  paid  for  a  permit,  may  be  approximated 
until  it  is  difficult  or  impossible  to  say  to  which  class  a  given 
case  may  belong.  These  difficulties  to  discriminate  the  prin- 
ciples underlying  different  cases  constantly  included  in  dif- 
ferent classes,  and  to  which  the  same  rule  of  decision  cannot 
be  applied,  constitute  the  perpetual  debating-grounds  of  the 
law,  and  occasion  much  of  the  confusion  in  the  decisions. 
But,  as  was  remarked  by  Judge  Marshall,  because  we  cannot 
easily  draw  the  line  does  not  prove  that  there  is  no  difference 
in  principle.  No  one  fails  to  note  the  contrast  between  the 
light  of  day  and  the  darkness  of  night,  but  no  one  is  able  to 
draw  the  line  between  daylight  and  darkness,  or  note  the  pre- 
cise instant  when  one  ends  and  the  other  begins.  I  have  said 
that  the  act  on  its  face  denominates  the  exaction  a  tax,  and 
that  it  18  imposed  according  to  the  methods  of  taxation.    It 
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is  also  manifest  from  the  act  that  the  chief  leasoa  of  the  tax 
is  to  raise  money.  No  one  can  read  the  law  without  being  so 
impressed.  The  purpose  was  to  create  a  fund,  and  counBel 
have  labored  here  to  show  that  this  fund  was  for  a  public  and 
a  highly  meritorious  and  useful  purpose. 

We  find,  in  the  next  place,  that  when  the  statute  was  passed, 
the  conditions  on  which  foreign  corporations  could  do  business 
were  prescribed,  and  very  fall  provision  had  been  made  on  the 
subject:  Pol.  Code,  sees.  622-624;  see  also  Stats.  1871-72,  p. 
826.  In  the  act  in  question  these  statutes  are  not  alluded  to^ 
and  they  have  never  been  amended  or  repealed.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  law  we  are  considering  to  indicate  that  it  was 
intended  as  a  condition,  except  when  viewed  in  the  light  of 
the  rule  requiring  us  to  so  construe  it  rather  than  to  declare  it 
void. 

Now,  a  business  may  be  licensed  and  still  be  subject  to  be 
taxed.  A  license  proper  is  a  permit  to  do  business  which 
could  not  be  done  without  the  license.  It  is  a  mere  permiL 
It  may  be  thus  licensed  and  then  subject  to  a  lioeoae  tax. 
These  licenses  may  not  di£Eer  in  Ibrm,  but  one  is  a  license 
proper  and  the  other  is  a  license  tax,  imposed  Soar  the  purpose 
of  revenue. 

This  business,  being  first  licensed,  and  then  in  a  subsequent 
law  subjected  to  a  license  in  the  term  of  a  tax,  the  last  law  in 
no  way  intimating  that  the  previous  license  is  withdrawn  un- 
less the  imposition  is  paid,  the  presumption  is  very  strong  that 
the  exaction  is  for  revenue  purposes,  and  was  not  intended  as 
a  condition. 

It  is  claimed,  however, — 1.  If  the  exaction  be  a  tax,  it  is 
imposed  under  the  police  power  for  the  purposes  of  regulation, 
and  therefore  not  liable  to  the  objection;  and  2.  If  it  be  such  a 
tax,  it  is  a  condition,  and  even  if  unconstitutional,  the  corpora* 
tion  could  waive  the  objection,  and  did  so  when,  after  the  pas- 
sage  of  the  act,  it  continued  to  do  business  in  the  state. 

When  the  police  power  is  appealed  to  to  justify  legislation, 
there  seems  to  be  an  impression  that  all  claim  of  constitu- 
tional limitation  is  at  an  end;  but  let  us  inquire  into  the 
matter  a  little.  With  reference  to  the  power  of  taxation,  the 
principle  is  about  this: — 

The  framers  of  the  organic  law,  when  they  formulated  limi- 
tations upon  this  power,  had  in  view  the  burdens  of  taxation. 
They  were  providing  for  equality  and  uniformity  only  with 
reference  to  fair  and  just  distribution  of  these  burdens.    It  is 
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not  to  'be  presumed,  howeveri  that  they  intended  to  deprive 
the  state  of  the  power  of  self-preservation,  or  of  accomplish- 
iDg  those  acknowledged  ends  of  all  government, — the  safety 
and  welfiEU^  of  the  people.  The  requirement  of  equality  ap- 
plies mainly,  if  not  entLrely,  to  taxes  upon  property,  laid  upon 
the  ad  valorem  principle.  As  to  taxes  upon  occupation  or  busi- 
ness, the  requirement  is  only  of  uniform  operation,  and  this 
requirement  is  satisfied  when  it  is  uniform  ss  to  the  class  to 
which  the  law  applies.  Necessarily,  to  impose  this  tax,  the 
population  must  be  classified  as  to  occupations,  and  it  is  not 
required  that  all  occupations  shall  be  taxed  to  justify  a  tax 
upon  some.  Perhaps  it  would  be  impossible  to  accomplish 
the  end  the  government  has  in  view  in  imposing  a  tax  purely 
regulative  or  prohibitory,  if  the  legislature  is  bound  by  the 
requirement  of  uniformity.  These  limitations  are  applicable 
only  to  the  power  of  taxation,  and  are  therefore  held  not  to 
limit  other  functions  of  the  government  where  entirely  dif- 
ferent ends  are  in  view,  although  it  is  sought  to  reach  them 
by  a  regulation  having  the  form  of  a  tax. 

I  think  this  tax  is  purely  one  for  revenue;  but  admitting 
that  the  purpose  is  a  mixed  one,  still  it  must  conform  to  the 
limitations  upon  the  taxing  power,  except  in  so  far  as  a  de- 
parture is  necessary  to  noake  it  regulative  or  prohibitory.  It 
could  be  made  just  as  eSectual  as  a  police  regulation  without 
violating  the  provision  of  our  state  constitution  under  consid- 
eration. 

As  to  the  proposition  that  the  corporation  waived  the  con- 
stitutional objection  by  continuing  to  do  business  after  the 
passage  of  the  act,  it  is  enough,  in  my  opinion,  to  say  that  it 
is  a  mere  petitio  principii.  If  the  condition  be  void,  no  im- 
plied assent  can  be  claimed. 

It  remains  to  inquire  whether  the  tax  was  imposed  upon 
the  counties,  cities  and  counties,  towns,  or  other  public  or 
municipal  corporations,  or  upon  the  inhabitants  or  property 
thereof,  for  county,  city,  town,  or  other  municipal  purpose. 
It  was  quite  unnecessary  to  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  the 
tax  is  not  upon  a  county  or  city  as  a  corporation,  and  unless 
the  point  had  been  distinctly  made,  it  would  have  been 
thought  quite  unnecessary  to  say  that  it  was  not  the  purpose 
of  the  section  to  prohibit  such  impositions.  The  constitu- 
tional convention  cannot  be  supposed  to  have  thought  it 
&ocessary  to  prohibit  the  legislature  from  imposing  a  tax 
^pon  a  municipal  corporation  as  such  for  the  use  of  the  mu* 
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nicipality.  It  may  also  be  admitted  that  the  defendant  im 
not  an  inhabitant  of  the  municipality,  within  the  meaning  of 
this  provision,  although  this  is  by  no  means  a  clear  proposi* 
tion.  It  is  not  necessary  for  the  case  to  decide  it.  The  same 
may  be  said  of  the  claim  that  the  imposition  is  not  a  tax 
npon  property.  In  my  opinion,  the  purpose  of  the  section  i9 
to  relegate  to  the  local  boards  the  whole  subject  of  county  and 
municipal  taxes  for  local  purposes,  and  that  the  legislature 
has  no  power  to  impose  any  tax  whatever  within  those  terri- 
tories  for  local  purposes. 

If  the  purpose  of  the  fund  created  by  the  tax  is  a  public 
purpose  at  all,  it  is  clearly  a  municipal  purpose.  The  man- 
agement and  control  of  the  fire  departments  have  always  been 
left  to  local  authoridos.  The  fact  that  the  state  at  large  has 
an  interest  in  the  efficiency  of  the  departments  does  not  ren- 
der the  end  any  less  a  municipal  one.  The  people  of  the 
state  have  such  an  interest  in  all  the  police  powers  granted  to 
these  municipalities.  And  even  if  the  state  may  exercise  a 
concurrent  supervision  over  a  subject,  still,  so  feur  as  actually 
controlled  by  the  local  board,  it  is  a  matter  of  municipal  con- 
cern. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  appellant  that  the  law  is  in  conflict 
with  many  other  provisions  of  our  constitution,  and  also  that 
no  provision  being  made  for  a  suit  to  collect  the  tax,  this  ac- 
tion is  without  authority.  Taking  the  view  I  have  of  the  ob- 
jections here  discussed,  it  is  not  necessary  to  pass  upon  other 
objections. 

I  think  the  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

McEiNSTBT,  J.,  concurring.  I  concur  with  Justice  Temple. 
I  am  of  opinion,  also,  that  the  statute  in  question  violates  sec- 
tions 81  and  82  of  article  4,  and  section  6  of  article  11,  of  the 
constitution;  further,  that  the  statute  did  not  authorize,  nor 
does  it  purport  to  authorize,  the  commencement  and  prosecu- 
tion of  the  present  action,  and  that  the  action  is  not  author- 
ized by  any  other  law. 

Power  or  Statx  to  DracanoNATB  aoauibt  Fobbion  Ck>BroaATioii8 
ponra  BuBonESS  therbdv:  See  the  note  to  DuocU  ▼.  Chicago,  06  Am.  Dee. 
636,  where  all  of  the  questions  raised  in  the  principal  case  are  dissnaaed. 
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In  bb  Shillabbb. 

[74  CA£IfOBnA«  141.] 
PAFm  VAT  n  BXRBBSD  TO  ikHD    MAX»  PaBT  OV  A  WlLIi»  If  MUll  ptpflT 

is  then  in  ffri«t«noft,  and  is  lo  referred  to  in  the  will  tiiat  it  is  eapeble  of 
being  identified  from  inspeetion,  or  by  the  aid  of  parol  or  other  eridenoe. 

pAna  Bkvxbbsd  to  nr  a  Wujl,  but  hot  m  Bxdtbncb  umtil  aitbbtbb 
Will  a  Buuutxd^  may  not  be  admitted  to  probate  aa  a  part  thereof. 
Henoe,  if  a  will  bequeaths  property  to  the  executor  to  be  disposed  of  as 
directed  in  a  letter  to  him  from  the  testator  of  the  same  date,  and  such 
letter  is  written  end  signed  after  the  will  is  executed,  though  on  the 
same  day,  it  cannot  be  admitted  to  probate  as  a  part  thereoL 

WiUL  CAHHOT  SI  Dmkied  Pkobats  BMAun  It  Boibs  to  AjformBA 
Patbb  aa  a  part  thersof ,  which  cannot  be  admitted  to  probata^  nor  be* 
bequests  therein  are  Toid  for  unoertainty. 


MeJBuUr  and  Bergin^  fiur  the  appellant 

CarroU  Caolj  Oarber^  3%omton,  and  Biihopf  and  WOUam  Hog 
Cooij  for  {he  proponent  and  respondent 

If.  C.  Elakej  for  the  absent  and  minor  heira. 

Uojfd  and  Woodf  fiur  certain  heirs. 

Patkbson,  J.  The  document  which  was  admitted  to  pro- 
bate in  this  proceeding  is  wholly  in  the  handwriting  of  Mrs. 
Shillaber,  deceased.  The  third  clanse  of  the  will  reads*  as 
follows:  ^^I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  said  executor  my  silver- 
ware, jewelry,  paintings,  organ,  clothing  of  every  description, 
carriage,  library,  bas  relievos,  bronses,  statuary,  excepting  my 
three  large  pieces,  vis.,  ^Delilah/ 'Saul,'  and  'Lost  Pleiad,' 
and  request  him  to  dispose  of  the  same  in  the  manner  specU 
fied  in  my  letter  to  him  of  this  date.''  After  the  execution  of 
this  will,  she  dictated  a  letter  to  Carroll  Cook,  Esq.,  named  in 
her  will  as  executor  thereof.  This  letter  is  in  the  handwrit- 
ing of  Mr.  Cook,  but  is  signed  by  the  deceased.    It  commenced 

as  follows: — 

^'San  Francisco,  Cal.,  September  8, 1884. 

'*To  Casboll  Cook,  Bsq.,  San  Francisco,  Cal. 

^*My  Dear  Neph^w^ — In  my  will,  which  I  have  this  day 

executed,  I  have  left  certain  personal  property  to  you  to  be 

disposed  of  by  you  as  I  should  by  letter  direct.    I  desire  the 

following  disposition  made  thereof,  viz.,"  etc.     (Here  follow 

directions  for  disposition  of  the  articles  above  named.) 

The  court  found,  and  the  finding  is  supported  by  evidence, 
that  the  letter  was  dictated  and  signed  after  the  execution 
of  the  will.    Upon  the  objection  that  the  letter  was  not  in 
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exiBienoo  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  will,  it  was  ex- 
dudetl,  and  the  documoDt,  which  is  wholly  in  the  handwrit- 
iing  of  Mrs.  Shillaber,  was  admitted  to  probate.  It  la  claimed 
S)y  appellant  that  the  two  docnments  were  designed  to  con* 
Btitute  one  instrument;  that  they  are  such  in  law,  and  as  they 
are  not  wholly  in  the  handwriting  of  the  deceased,  they  do  not 
constitute  a  valid  olographic  will. 

All  the  authorities  to  which  our  attention  has  been  called 
«gree  that  any  paper  may  be  referred  to,  and  may  be  a  part 
t>f  the  will,  if  such  paper  be  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  thereof.  If  the  will  be  duly  executed  and  attested, 
the  paper  referred  to,  whether  attested  or  not,  will  become  a 
part  of  the  will,  if  it  be  already  in  existence,  and  is  clearly 
described  and  identified.  The  identification  must  be  by  a 
description  given  of  the  paper  in  the  wilL  In  the  case  at  bar, 
the  letter  referred  to  was  not  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  will.  It  has  been  held  that  "a  reference  in 
a  will  may  be  in  such  terms  as  to  exclude  parol  testimony,  as 
where  it  is  to  papers  not  yet  written,  or  where  the  description 
is  so  vague  as  to  be  incapable  of  being  applied  to  any  instru- 
ment in  particular;  but  the  authorities  seem  clearly  to  estab- 
lish that  where  there  is  a  reference  to  any  written  documenti 
described  as  then  existing  in  such  terms  that  it  is  capable  of 
being  ascertained,  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  ascertain  it, 
and  the  only  question  then  is,  whether  the  evidence  is  suffi- 
cient for  the  purpose":  Allen  v.  Maddox,  11  Moore  P.  C.  C. 
454.  We  think  that,  under  the  evidence  and  the  language  of 
the  will,  the  letter  was  properly  excluded. 

It  is  claimed  that  without  the  letter  the  will  is  incomplete, 
for  only  through  the  letter  can  the  beneficiaries  therein  named 
make  title  to  the  bequests  provided  for  them.  We  think,  how- 
ever, that  the  will,  being  effective  in  other  parts,  was  properly 
admitted  to  probate,  although  the  bequests  named  in  the  third 
article  above  quoted  be  void  for  uncertainty:  George  v.  OeorgCj 
47  N.  H.  45;  Br(mn  v.  BendeU,  L.  B.  21  Ch.  Div.  667.  The 
property  named  in  the  third  article  is  evidently  but  a  small 
part  of  the  estate.  It  is  all  personal  property,  and  intestacy 
as  to  any  portion  of  the  estate  should  be  avoided  if  possible. 
Our  code  provides  that  '^  of  two  modes  of  interpreting  a  will, 
that  is  to  be  preferred  which  will  prevent  a  total  intestacy." 
It  is  not  clear  that  the  will  without  the  letter  is  incomplete. 
It  has  been  held  that  as  to  personal  property,  a  document  like 
this  letter,  although  not  entitled  to  probate  as  a  part  of  the 
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[,  is  sufficient  to  enable  the  beneficiaries  named  in  it  to 
proceed  in  a  court  of  equity  after  the  property  is  distributed  to 
the  executor  under  a  clause  of  the  will  similar  to  that  quoted 
above,  to  compel  the  executor  to  execute  the  trust  in  accord- 
ance with  the  directions  contained  in  the  letter:  In  re  FUet^ 
woodj  L.  R.  15  Ch.  Div.  594. 
Judgment  and  order  affirmed. 

Fapib  mat  bi  Roibbxd  to  nr  Will  amd  Mm  a  Pi 
/brd  ▼.  IWd^  amie,  p.  117. 


Loughbobough  v.  MoNsym. 

[74  CAUMUIXA,  SBO.] 

Lbn  am  Tlkdqwm  is  EzmvounHBD  bt  ▲  Vaud  Ttanaat  to  him  of  tiM 

amoont  doe  and  his  ref nsal  to  aooept  it 

PlBDOKB  18  GUILTT  OF  CONYSBSION   IF  Hx   DlOLDnDI  TO  AOOEPT  A  VaLD 

TxNDSB  of  the  amount  due  him,  and  thereafter  refnaei  a  demand  made 

cm  him  to  nirrender  the  pledged  property  to  the  perMU  entitled  thereto. 

Hiia  conyersion,  being  wrongf  al,  extingniehes  the  pledgee'a  lien. 
Tbtdbb  ov  Amount  Dux  Plbdoxx  u  hot  Vitiatxd  by  a  demand  made  at 

the  same  time  for  the  surrender  of  the  pledged  property. 
Tbhdxe  or  AMomrr  Dux  Plkdoxx  mat,  nnder  the  Civil  Code  of  Califomia, 

be  made  after  the  debt  beoomes  due,  although  demand  for  the  payment 

of  the  debt  has  been  before  made  and  refnsed,  if  aooompanied  with  an 

oflar  to  pay  the  interest  which  has  aocmod. 

PXAA  OT  TxirDXB  IX  SufWCUUIT  THOUGH  THX  MOMXT  IB  HOT  BXOUOHT  IKT9 

COUBT. 
BbFUBAL  to  DxLIVXB  PLXDOXD  StOOK  to  THX  PlXDGOB'b  AmOHXX  18  HOT 

JuBmnxD  BT  m  Attaobmxrt  nnder  a  writ  agaioBt  snch  pledgor,  snb- 
aeqnent  to  snch  assignment. 

HXDOXX  IS  AHBWXRABIiX  JOB  DXFBBOIATIOH  IH  VaLUX  OB  PUCDQXD  PBOP- 

xbtt  after  he  has  refused  to  accept  a  valid  tender  of  the  debt»  and  a  de- 
mand for  the'possession  of  the  property;  and  this  is  equally  true  whether 
an  action  is  brought  against  him  as  for  a  conversion,  or  a  bill  is  filed 
against  him  to  redeem  from  the  pledge. 
Tbotxb  n  THX  Usual  AonoH  to  ENroBCB  a  Rxdxmptioh  or  a  Pucdqx. 

iHTBBTXHnOlf. — ASSIONXX  PXNDXHTX    LiTX    fBOM    OnX    OB  THX   DxiBND- 

AHT8  of  the  latter *s  interest  in  pledged  stocks,  and  of  Ids  claim  for  dam* 
ages  for  their  conversion,  —  the  suit  being  to  foreclose  the  pledgee's 
lien,  —  may  be  allowed  to  intervene  for  the  purpose  of  asserting  such 
interest  and  claim  for  his  own  benefit. 

Action  eommenced  by  Eugene  Casserly  against  Heniy  P. 
McNevin,  Teresa  E.  McNevin,  and  L.  P.  Drexler,  to  have  an 
acoount  taken  of  the  amount  due  Casserly  from  Henry  P.  Mc-» 
Nevin,  and  for  which  certain  stocks  were  held  in  pledge,  and 
to  have  such  stocks  sold  to  pay  such  amount.    J.  F.  Bagan 
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was  allowed  to  intervenei  and  judgment  was  entered  in  his 
favor  and  against  Casserly,  on  the  facts  shown  in  the  opinion. 
Casserly  afterwards  died,  and  the  farther  prosecntion  of  the 
action  was  in  the  name  of  Looghhoroagh  as  his  administrator. 

WUmm  and  WtUan,  and  8.  M.  TFOson,  for  fhe  appellant. 

D.  L.  Smooth  Ogden  HOei^  M.  N.  SUme^  and  B.  B.  Newmanj 
for  the  respondents. 

Thobhtok,  J.  The  judgment  and  order  appealed  from  are 
affirmed  for  the  reasons  giTon  in  the  decision  by  Department 
Two,  filed  June  27»  1887. 

The  following  is  the  opinion  of  Department  Two^  above  re- 
ferred to: — 

Thobhton,  J.    The  plaintiff's  intestate,  some  time  prior  to 
October,  1876,  lent  defendant,  Henry  P.  McNevin,  a  snm  of 
money,  for  which  he  received  as  security  some  shares  of  stock. 
On  the  19th  of  July,  1877,  McNevin  assigned  to  defendant 
L.  P.  Diexler  his  interest  in  the  stock  above  mentioned,  in 
consideration  that  Drexler  would  assume  the  payment  of  his 
debts  due  to  Casserly  on  said  stock.  This  assignment  Drexler 
accepted,  and  on  the  21st  of  the  same  month  informed  Cas- 
serly of  such  assignment.    On  receiving  this  notice,  Casserly, 
on  the  same  day,  declared  his  willingness  to  deliver  the  stock 
to  Drexler  upon  receiving  the  money  secured  by  it.    On  the 
22d  of  September,  1877,  Drexler  made  a  legal  tender  to  Cas- 
serly of  the  amount  due  to  him  on  the  stock,  and  demanded  a 
delivery  of  it    Casserly  made  no  objection  to  the  tender,  ad- 
mitted that  it  was  correct  and  sufficient,  but  refused  to  accept 
the  money  and  deliver  the  stock,  on  the  ground  that  process 
of  garnishment  in  the  matter  of  an  order  for  money  against 
Henry  P.  McNevin  in  f&vor  of  defendant  Teresa  E.  McNevin 
had  been  served  on  him  on  September  1, 1877.    On  the  28th 
of  September,  1877,  six  days  after  the  tender  was  made  and 
refused,  this  action  was  commenced  by  Casserly.    Henry  P. 
McNevin,  Teresa  E.  McNevin,  and  Drexler  were  made  defend- 
ants to  the  action.    The  object  of  the  action  was  to  have  an 
account  taken  of  the  amount  due  by  McNevin  to  him,  that 
the  money  found  due  him  be  adjudged  to  be  paid  him  by 
Teresa  E.  McNevin  or  Drexler,  as  either  shall  be  found  en* 
titied  thereto,  and  in  default  of  payment,  that  the  defendants 
be  foreclosed  of  all  right  of  redemption,  etc.,  for  a  sale,  eta 
H.  P.  McNevin  answered,  stating  that  he  had,  on  the  19th  of 
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July,  1877,  Bold  aod  assigned  the  stock  to  Drexler  in  good 
faitliy  for  the  consideration  of  eleven  thousand  dollars,  paid 
him  by  his  vendee.  T.  E.  McNevin  answered,  denying  that 
Drexler  ever  purchased  the  stock  of  Henry  P.  McNevin,  denied 
that  there  was  due  to  Casserly  from  H.  P.  McNevin  any  sum  c 
greater  than  $9,887.27,  secured  as  above  mentioned,  and  stated 
that  she  claimed  a  lien  upon  the  stock  under  executions  issued 
in  the  action  brought  by  her  against  Henry  P.  McNevin,  by 
means  of  which  the  stock  was  attached.  The  executions 
mentioned  were  issued  on  orders  made  in  the  action  just  above 
mentioned.  In  the  same  action  an  order  was  made,  which 
was  served  on  Casserly  on  the  sixteenth  day  of  September, 
1877,  directing  him  not  to  pay  over  or  transfer  any  property 
held  by  him  belonging  to  H.  P.  McNevin. 

Drexler,  in  his  answer,  set  up  the  assignment  to  him,  the 
notification  to  Casserly  of  this  assignment,  the  tender  to  Cas- 
serly and  its  refusal  by  him,  as  they  are  set  forth  herein,  and 
averred  his  willingness  and  readiness  to  pay,  and  then  offered 
to  pay  into  court  the  amount  due  Casserly,  as  the  court  should 
direct,  upon  Casserly's  delivering  to  him  the  stock  held  by 
him  as  fiecuiity. 

J.  F.  Eagan,  on  the  18th  of  February,  1879,  filed  a  com- 
plaint  in  intervention,  in  which  he  averred  an  assignment  to 
him  by  Drexler  of  the  stock  held  by  Casserly  as  secnrity,  and 
also  of  all  claim  for  damages  by  Drexler  for  the  conversion  of 
the  stock  thereinafter  mentioned.  He  then  goes  on  to  aver 
the  tads  showing  a  conversion  by  Casserly,  which  are  the 
facts  above  set  forth  by  Drexler  in  his  answer,  and  the  further 
&ct  that  Casserly  refused,  upon  the  tender  made  him  in  Sep- 
tember, 1877,  to  accept  the  said  amount  tendered,  and  deliver 
ttie  stock  to  Drexler.  Casserly  demurred  to  the  complaint  of 
Eagan,  which  was  overruled.  He  then  answered  the  com- 
plaint last  mentioned,  denying  the  conversion  averred. 

The  cause  was  tried,  and  judgment  rendered  against  Cas- 
serly in  fiavor  of  Eagan  for  the  sum  of  $15,225  and  costs. 
Casserly  moved  for  a  new  trial,  which  was  denied.  This  ap- 
peal is  prosecnted  from  the  judgment  and  order  above  men- 
tioned. 

Casserly  held  the  stock  as  a  pledge.  He  so  states  in  his 
complaint;  and  under  section  2924,  Civil  Code,  having  it  in 
bis  poasosBion,  as  it  was  personal  property,  it  was  a  pledge, 
whether  the  title  passed  to  him  or  not 

The  lien  of  a  pledgee  is  extinguished  when  a  tender  of  the 


438  LouGHBOBOUQH  «.  McNeydt.  [CaL 

amount  due  on  the  debt  is  made  according  to  law,  and  its  re- 
fusal by  the  pledgee:  MeCaUa  v.  Clark,  55  Oa.  53;  BaUiif  v. 
Vance,  2  Mill  Const  239.  Upon  such  tender  being  made  and 
refused,  the  pledgor  is  entitled  to  the  property  pledged,  and 
certainly  when,  on  or  after  such  tender,  a  demand  is  made  for 
the  pledge,  which  is  refused,  a  conversion  takes  place:  Bee 
cases  just  above  cited.  The  refusal  to  deliver  the  pledged 
property  on  demand  is  an  exercise  of  dominion  over  the  prop- 
erty of  another  in  defiance  of  the  other's  right,  which  is  a  con- 
version: Dodge  v.  Meyer,  61  Cal.  420, 421.  Such  oon version  is 
wrongful,  and  extinguishes  the  lien,  under  section  2910,  Civil 
Code:  Bee  Rodgere  v.  OrotKe,  68  Pa.  Bt  414;  Davis  v.  Big^, 
62  Id.  242;  Lawrence  v.  Maixwea,  53  N.  Y.  19. 

Was  the  tender  in  this  case  made  in  accordance  with  law? 
It  was  of  the  whole  amount — principal  and  interest— due  to 
Casserly.  The  demand  made  at  the  same  time  that  the  stock 
pledged  be  delivered  to  him,  conceding  it  to  be  a  condition, 
was  one  which  he  had  a  right  to  impose,  as  it  was  concurrent 
with  the  payment  of  the  money  in  accordance  with  Casserly's 
promise  in  his  letter  of  July  21, 1877,  to  Latham  and  King, 
the  agents  of  Drezler,  that  on  payment  of  the  money,  he 
would  transfer  the  stock,  which  latter  was  communicated  by 
Latham  and  King  to  Drezler.  The  announcing  of  such  con- 
dition did  not  vitiate  his  tender.  It  is  so  declared  in  section 
1498,  Civil  Code:  See  Wheeloch  v.  Tanner,  39  N.  Y.  481. 

The  tender  was  made  in  time.  The  code  (sec.  1490,  Civ. 
Code)  provides  that  where  an  obligation  fixes  the  time  for  its 
(>erformance,  an  offer  of  performance  must  be  made  at  that 
time,  within  reasonable  hours,  and  not  before  nor  afterward. 
But  where  an  obligation  does  not  fix  the  time  of  performance, 
an  offer  of  performance  may  be  made  at  any  time  before  the 
debtor,  upon  a  reasonable  demand,  has  refused  to  perform: 
Civ.  Code,  sec.  1491.  The  obligation  of  McNevin  was  to  repay 
the  advances  after  a  reasonable  time,  whenever  he  should  be 
thereunto  requested  by  the  plaintiff.  This  was  averred  in  the 
oomplaint,  and  not  denied  in  the  answer.  The  time  of  per- 
formance was  not  then  fixed  by  the  obligation.  A  request  to 
pay,  which  is  tantamount  to  a  demand,  was  made  by  Cas* 
serly  of  McNevin  on  or  about  the  26th  of  June,  1877,  and 
refused.  The  tender  could  not  have  then  been  made  after  this 
demand  except  for  section  1492,  Civil  Code,  which  provides  as 
follows: — 

"Where  delay   in  performance  is  capable  of  exact  and 
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entire  oompensation,  and  time  has  not  been  ezpreesly  de- 
clared to  be  of  the  eBsence  of  the  obligation,  an  offer  of 
performance,  accompanied  with  an  offer  of  6uch  compensa* 
tion,  may  be  made  at  any  time  after  it  is  due,  bat  without 
prejudice  to  any  rights  acquired  by  the  creditoni)  or  by  any 
other  person  in  the  mean  time." 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  tender  is  good  under  this  last 
section,  as  the  interest  offered  was  compensation  for  the  delay. 

It  is  said  that  the  plea  of  tender  by  Drexler  is  insufficient^ 
for  the  reason  that  he  did  not  bring  the  money  into  court. 
We  think  the  plea  is  sufficient  without  bringing  the  money 
into  court.  This  is  so  held  in  Kortright  v.  Cadyy  21  N.Y. 
343,  354,  366;  78  Am.  Dec.  145.  The  authorities  referred  to 
in  the  cases  just  cited  in  the  opinions  of  Davis,  J.,  and  Com- 
stock,  C.  J.,  sustain  this  rule.  The  plea  here  is  in  accordance 
with  section  1495,  Civil  Code,  and  it  is  expressly  provided  by 
section  1504,  Civil  Code,  that  an  offer  of  payment  duly  made, 
though  the  title  to  the  thing  offered  be  not  transferred  to  the 
creditor,  stops  the  running  of  interest  on  the  obligation,  and 
has  the  same  effect  upon  all  its  incidents  as  a  performance 
thereof.  One  of  these  incidents  is  the  discharge  or  eztinctioD 
of  the  lien.  The  rule  laid  down  in  Kortright  v.  Cady  is  the 
same:  21  N.  Y.  853,  366;  78  Am.  Dec.  145. 

The  tender  was  not  objected  to  by  Casserly  when  made. 
The  Uen  having  been  extinguished,  Drexler  was  entitled  to 
the  possession  of  the  stock.  Casserly  then  had  no  right  to 
withhold  it  from  Drexler. 

We  cannot  see  how  an  attachment  by  Teresa  McNevin,  a 
third  person,  with  whom  Drexler  had  no  connection  or  privity, 
could  justify  the  plaintiff's  intestate  in  his  detention  of  the 
stock. 

The  stock  was  the  property  of  Drexler  when  it  was  attached^ 
subject  to  the  Uen  for  the  debt  due  to  Casserly,  and  the  attach- 
ment of  it  as  the  property  of  H.  P.  McNevin  gave  bim  no  right 
to  detain  it  from  Drexler,  when  a  proper  tender  had  been  made 
and  refused. 

The  answer  of  Drexler  was  in  effect  an  action  to  redeem. 
In  such  action,  whether  the  right  is  enforced  by  an  action  of 
trover  or  by  a  bill  pure  and  simple  to  redeem,  the  pledgee  will 
be  responsible  to  the  pledgor  for  depreciation  in  the  value  of 
the  pledged  property,  after  a  tender  of  the  amount  due  and 
the  refusal  by  the  pledgee:  OriawM  v.  Jackaanf  2  Edw.  Ch. 
461;  Jackson  v.  Gr%8wold,  4  Hill,  522;  Hathaway  v.  FaU  River 
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Naiumal  Bank^  181  Mass.  14;  Haneocl  y.  FrufMin  In$.  Co^ 
114  Id.  156.  Eagan'6  complaint  in  intervention  set  forth  the 
right  to  redeem,  as  well  as  did  the  answer  of  Drexler,  and  in 
fact  more  fully  by  stating  a  case  of  conversion.  The  action 
of  trover  is  a  very  nsual  mode  of  enforcing  a  redemption  of  a 
pledge:  See  Jones  on  Pledges,  sec.  661. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  complaint  in  intervention  by 
Eagan  was  regular  and  within  the  statute:  Code  Civ.  Phx)., 
sec.  886. 

We  find  no  error  in  the  record,  and  the  judgment  and  cider 
are  affirmed.  

Lnor  n  Exshiouibhid  bt  Vaud  TDn>nt:  8m  aotstolfajfirihwv.  Mtm% 
TJ  Am.  Dm.  480-491,  where  the  whole  eabjeot  of  tMdan  ii  dJMnMed. 

Vaud  Tehdib  EmnTun  Plesgob  to  Bannor  or  Paomrr 
Brifmm  v.  JBloyiier,  00  Am.  Dec  SO,  and  note. 


Waggle  v.  Worthy, 

(74  CAUwcmnA,  WL} 
DnoBABoa  nr  ImoLirxHor  or  BiirKBOPTor,  zr  hot  Puabid^  it  wamd. 
If  pleeded,  bat  diar^guded  by  the  ooort^  end  Jvdgment  enteted  agrimt 
the  ixiflolyeiit»  it  ie  coneloeiye  of  hia  liability  while  it  remaiiH  in  fona^ 
although  the  debt  on  which  it  wm  foonded  may  have  eziated  betoe  Ilia 
petition  iu  insolvency  or  bankmptcy  wm  filed. 

A    HOlOSTXAl)   DBOLiJUTION,  VUJSD  WmU  VHB   CLAnCABT  BA8  AMOIHia 

Hqmxbtbad  dnly  selMted,  and  never  abandoned,  is  void.  Ttm  fret  tiial 
the  first  homestead  WM  Mid  nnder  ezeontionandsorrandend  to  tba  p«ii^ 
ohaser  ii  immaterial,  becanse,  snch  sale  befaig  void,  the  homsstead  right 
is  in  no  way  affected  thereby. 
PiBTT  GAimoT  HAVB  Two  HoiOBnASS  AT  THB  Sno  TooB;  and  it  he  ai- 
tempts  to  aeqnire  a  second  while  the  first  is  in  f  oroe^  the  second  is  vdi^ 
and  subject  to  Judgment  liens. 

Noune  and  Churchy  and  Oearge  A.  Nowne^  tot  the  i^pel- 
lants. 


Terry  and  Terry^  for  the  respondent 


againat 


cambrances  implied  by  statute,  from  the  use  of  the  ivord 
^' grant "  in  a  conveyance  of  real  property:  Civ.  Code,  sec.  1118. 
The  conveyance  was  made  on  July  5, 1884  The  breach  al- 
leged is,  that  the  property  was,  at  the  date  of  the  deed,  aaljject 
to  the  lien  of  a  judgment  ''suffered"  by  the  vendor  fixr 
$840.80,  docketed  on  the  21st  of  March,  1884^  under  whioh 
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the  property  was  sold  and  subsequentlj  redeemed  by  the 
plaintiff.  The  cause  was  snbmitted  on  briefs;  but  no  brief  for 
respondent  is  on  file.  So  far  as  we  can  gather,  the  defenses  were 
two,  VLB.:  1.  That  on  February  12,  1884,  the  Tender  had  filed 
her  petition  in  insolvency,  and  received  her  discharge  from 
such  claims  as  existed  at  the  date  of  filing  her  petition;  and 
2.  That  the  property  was  the  homestead  of  the  vendor,  and 
therefore  was  not  subject  to  the  lien  of  the  judgment.  The 
court  below  gave  judgment  for  the  defendants,  and  the  plain- 
tiff appealed: 

1.  The  discharge  in  insolvency  could  only  affect  such  debts 
as  existed  at  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  petition,  viz.,  on 
February  12,  1884  (Ins.  Act,  sec.  51),  and  this  is  all  that  the 
discharge  in  question  purported  to  do.  The  claim  arising 
from  the  breach  of  a  covenant  made  subsequently  was  not 
affected  by  it. 

It  may  be  that  the  debt  upon  which  the  judgment  against 
the  vendor  was  obtained  was  within  its  operation.  But  that 
matter  was  concluded  by  the  judgment.  If  the  discharge 
was  not  pleaded  in  that  action,  it  was  waived.  If  it  was 
pleaded,  and  disregarded  by  the  court,  the  judgment,  however 
erroneous,  was  not  void,  and  is  not  subject  to  collateral  attack. 
The  defendants  cannot  retry  that  action  here. 

2.  The  homestead  claimed  by  the  defendants  to  have  pre- 
vented the  lien  of  the  judgment  from  attaching  to  the  prop- 
erty was  declared  on  June  1, 1881.  To  show  the  invalidity  of 
this  alleged  homestead,  the  plaintiff  proved  that  the  vendor 
had  declared  a  homestead  on  other  land  on  March  21, 1878. 
And  in  reply,  the  defendants  proved  that  this  last-mentioned 
homestead  had  (previously  to  the  declaration  of  the  other 
homestead)  been  levied  upon  and  sold  under  two  judgments 
rendered  by  a  justice  of  the  peace.  In  relation  to  this  the 
vendor  testified  as  follows:  '^  Immediately  after  the  sale  of  my 
first  homestead,  the  purchaser,  Jacobs,  demanded  possession 
of  me,  and  as  I  was  poor  and  dreaded  a  lawsuit,  I  gave  up 
possession,  and  moved  off  the  land.  Jacobs  went  into  posses- 
sion, and  since  that  time  I  have  claimed  no  interest  in  the 
said  land  embraced  in  my  first  homestead." 

But  so  fiEir  as  this  record  shows,  the  sale  to  Jacobs  was  of  no 
effect.  A  homestead  is  exempt  from  execution;  and  if  the 
land  was  worth  more  than  five  thousand  dollars  (which  does 
not  appear),  the  proceedings  provided  by  the  code  for  ad- 
measuring the  excess  (Civ.  Code,  sees.  1245  et  seq.)  should 
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have  been  taken.  This  not  having  been  done,  tbe  attempted 
sale  was  void.  The  homestead  still  existed,  and  was  not 
abandoned  by  the  claimants  moving  off  the  premises.  In 
this  state,  ^'a  homestead  can  be  abandoned  only  by  a  declara- 
tion of  abandonment,  or  a  grant  thereof,  executed  and  ac- 
knowledged," etc.:  Civ.  Code,  sec.  1248.  It  results  that  the 
first  homestead  was  a  valid  and  subsisting  homestead  at  the 
time  the  second  was  attempted  to  be  declared.  A  party  can* 
not  have  two  homesteads;  and  if  he  attempts  to  acquire  a 
second  while  the  first  is  in  force,  the  second  is  void. 

The  second  "homestead"  being  void  did  not  prevent  the 
lien  of  the  judgment  from  attaching  to  the  land  conveyed  to 
the  plaintiff. 

We  therefore  advise  that  the  order  denying  a  new  trial  be 
reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  a  new  triaL 

The  CouBT.  For  the  reasons  given  in  the  foregoing  ojon- 
ion,  the  order  denying  a  new  trial  is  reversed,  and  cause  re- 
manded for  a  new  teial.        

DnoBABos  nc  Isbolvuiot  mrar  bs  FtaiDSD:  goffliftr  v.  AbboU^  64  Am. 
Deo.  842;  and  noie. 

Pabtt  OAiriroT  Lawyollt  Hold  Two  Hootwiads  at  Qm  Tms:  Xiam 
▼•  Oromt  1  Am.  St.  Kep.  767,  and  notab 


SuTEO  u  Pbttit. 

[74  Calefobhia,  8SXJ 

MvinoiPAL  BoiriNi  Jbsumd  is  Exoisb  ov  ths  NuiCBia  Ann  Amauwr  aa« 
thoriaed  by  law  are  void. 

If  MuirioiPAL  Bonds  am  Issuxd  wiihodt  Ast  AuTHOBiTry  tfaoM  oan  ba 
no  honajtde  holding  of  them,  nor  can  there  be  any  estoppel  or  ratifica- 
tion which  will  preclude  the  monicipality  or  its  officers  from  denying 
their  validity.  Hence  the  action  of  the  board  of  snperTisors  (when  they 
are  county  bonds)  ordering  them  to  be  redeemed  is  of  no  ocnseqiunce. 

T&osB  Who  C!o2ttraot  wtth  Muhioipai.  OoBPoaAXioini  are  bonnd  to  know 
the  extent  of  the  powers  of  their  officers. 

/.  N,  Turner  and  /•  R.  Pationj  for  the  appellant. 

/.  M.  WUcoxon,  for  the  respondents. 

McFabland,  J.  This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the 
superior  court  of  San  Luis  Obispo  County,  rendered  on  a 
writ  of  mandamus^  commanding  the  appellant  to  pay  to  the 
respondents  certain  bonds  alleged  to  have  been  issued  by  said 
oounly. 
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The  legislature,  by  an  act  passed  April  4, 1870,  which  was 
amended  by  an  act  passed  March  14, 1872,  authorized  the 
board  of  supenrisors  of  the  county  of  San  Luis  Obispo  to  issue 
bonds  of  said  county,  "not  exceeding  in  the  aggregate  the  sum 
of  forty  thousand  dollars,"  for  the  purpose  of  erecting  a  court- 
houfie:  Stats.  1869-70,  p.  816;  Stats.  1871-72,  p.  869.  The 
act  provides  what  interest  tbe  bonds  should  bear,  and  when 
they  should  be  payable,  and  that  they  should  be  "of  such  de- 
nominations respectively  as  the  board  shall  order."  It  is  also 
provided  that  the  clerk  of  the  board  should  keep  a  register  of 
the  date  and  number  of  each  bond  issued,  and  the  amount 
realized  from  the  sale  thereof,  with  the  name  of  the  purchaser. 
Two  copies  of  said  register  were  required  to  be  made  by  the 
clerk,  one  to  be  kept  in  the  office  of  the  county  auditor,  and 
the  other  in  the  office  of  tbe  county  treasurer.  The  bonds 
were  to  be  issued  from  time  to  time  as  the  work  on  the  court- 
house progressed. 

The  board  determined  that  the  bonds  should  be  of  the 
denomination  of  one  hundred  dollars,  and  accordingly  four 
hundred  bonds  were  issued  and  numbered  consecutively 
from  1  to  400,  which  of  course  amounted  to  forty  thousand 
dollars,  the  whole  amount  allowed  by  the  act.  But  twenty 
additional  bonds  were  issued,  numbered  from  401  to  420, 
which  were  over-issues,  and  entirely  unauthorized  by  the  act. 
These  twenty  last-named  bonds  were  purchased  by  respond- 
ent for  a  valuable  consideration  before  maturity,  and  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  business,  and  are  the  subject  of  this  litiga- 
tion. They  were  in  form  negotiable.  Interest  was  paid  on 
them  for  several  years.  On  the  first  day  of  January,  1880 
they  were  outstanding  and  unpaid. 
.  Subdivision  14  of  section  25  of  the  county  government  act 
(Stats.  1883,  p.  305)  provides  that  'Hhe  board  of  supervisors 
of  any  county  having  an  outstanding  indebtedness,  on  the 
first  day  of  January,  1880,  evidenced  by  bond  or  warrants 
thereof,"  may  frind  or  refund  the  same,  or  may  pay  them  with 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  new  bonds  issued  for  that  purpose. 
In  supposed  accordance  with  this  provision,  the  board  of  super- 
visors of  San  Luis  Obispo  County,  on  May  4,  1885,  ordered 
that  the  whole  of  said  four  hundred  and  twenty  court-house 
bonds,t  amounting  to  forty-two  thousand  dollars,  together  with 
ten  thousand  dollars  of  road-repair  bonds,  be  redeemed  and 
paid  with  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  fifty-two  thousand  dol- 
lars' worth  of  new  bonds.    The  new  bonds  were  issued  and 
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Boldy  realizing  over  fift7-two  thousand  dollars.  The  appellant 
(treararer)  paid  all  of  said  coart-bouse  bonds,  numbered  from 
1  to  400|  but  refused  to  pay  the  said  twenty  bonds  held  by 
respondents,  numbered  from  401  to  420.  And  from  the  judg- 
ment of  the  superior  court  commanding  bim  to  pay  them,  the 
treasurer  appefds. 

There  is  a  line  of  judicial  decisions  in  cases  where  the  va- 
lidity of  municipal  bonds  depended  on  the  happening  of  some 
precedent  contingency  of  fact,  and  the  question  was,  whether 
the  officers  executing  the  bonds  were  vested  with  the  discretion 
or  power  to  determine  if  the  contingency  had  happened.  For 
instance,  when  municipal  officers  have  been  authorized  to  issue 
bonds  in  aid  of  railroads,  after  a  proposition  to  issue  them 
shall  have  been  adopted  by  the  people  at  an  election,  the 
question  has  frequently  arisen  whether  the  officers  had  power 
to  determine  that  such  election  had  been  properly  held,  and 
whether  a  recital  of  that  fact  on  the  face  of  the  bonds  was 
binding  on  the  municipality.  And  on  such  questions  the  de- 
cisions of  courts  have  not  been  uniform.  (The  subject  will  be 
found  fully  discussed  and  authorities  cited  and  quoted  in  the 
last  few  pages  of  volume  1  of  Dillon  on  Municipal  Corpora- 
tions.) But  no  such  question  arises  in  the  case  at  bar.  The 
validity  of  the  bonds  issued  under  the  act  of  April  4,  ISTO, 
did  not  depend  upon  any  fJEict — any  matter  in  pais — to  be  de- 
termined by  the  supervisors.  The  power  to  issue  the  bonds, 
and  the  limitation  of  that  power,  depend  wholly  upon  the 
language  of  the  act  itself,  and  not  upon  any  extrinsic  contin- 
gency. There  was  nothing  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  officers, 
as  in  the  case  of  Porier  v.  Haightj  45  Cal.  631,  nor  was  there 
any  authority  to  do  what  '*  might  appear  to  them  advan- 
tageous to  the  county,''  as  in  Nevada  Bamik  v.  ffteinrntts,  64 
Id.  801. 

Neither  can  the  doctrine  of  estoppel,  or  of  ratification,  or 
of  bona  fide  holding,  be  successfully  invoked  by  respondents. 
Those  doctrines  can  be  invoked  against  municipal  corpora- 
tions— if  at  all — only  in  cases  of  informality,  irregularity, 
etc.,  on  the  part  of  an  authorized  agent:  Dillon  on  Municipal 
Corporations,  3d  ed.,  sees.  457,  463,  511-558,  and  cases  cited. 
*'  Where  there  is  a  total  want  of  authority  to  issue  municipal 
bonds,  there  can  be  no  bona  fide  holding  of  them":  Txiwn  of 
East  Oakland  v.  Skiwner,  94  U.  S.  255.  It  is  clear— in  this 
state  at  least — that  the  issuance  of  bonds  is  not  within  the 
scope  of  {he  general  and  ordinary  powers  of  a  board  of  super- 
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visorSy  and  that  such  bonds  can  be  legally  issued  only  by  vir- 
tue of  express  authority  of  the  legislature:  Dillon  on  Municipal 
Corporation^,  sees.  485,  507,  and  cases  there  cited;  Lindon  v. 
Case,  46  Cal.  172;  Wallace  v.  Mayor  of  San  Jo$e,  29  Id.  181; 
El  Dorado  Cou/nty  v.  Davidsonj  30  Id.  521;  Robinson  v.  Super- 
vUors  of  Sacramento  County^  16  Id.  208;  Foster  v.  Coleman,  10 
Id.  281;  People  v.  Supervisors  of  El  Dorado  County,  11  Id.  170. 
The  bonds  in  question,  therefore,  were  issued  without  any  au- 
thority at  all,  and  are  wholly  void.  And  the  action  of  the 
board  of  May  4,  1885,  ordering  these  bonds  to  be  redeemed, 
was,  of  course,  of  no  value.  The  character  of  one  void  act  of 
public  officers  cannot  be  changed  by  a  second  void  act  of  the 
same  officers,  declaring  the  first  act  to  be  valid. 

It  is  quite  probable  that  the  respondents  paid  full  par  value 
for  these  bonds,  and  that  they  will  lose  their  money.  But 
*' those  who  contract  with  a  municipal  corporation  are  bound 
to  know  the  extent  of  the  power  of  its  officers":  Wallace  v. 
Mayor  of  San  Jose,  supra.  Respondents  would  have  discov- 
ered the  worthlessness  of  the  bonds  upon  the  slightest  inquiry. 
At  all  events,  hard  cases  cannot  be  allowed  to  make  bad  law. 
An  over-issue  of  twenty  thousand  dollars  would  have  been  no 
less  valid  than  the  over-issue  of  two  thousand  dollars;  and 
any  other  rule  would  put  the  people  of  a  county  in  the  com- 
plete power  of  careless  or  unscrupulous  public  officers. 

The  judgment  of  the  superior  court  is  reversed,  with  direc- 
tion to  dismiss  the  proceeding. 

DiTKRUs  TO  AonoNB  VPOH  MmnoiPAL  Bonds  ib  the  subject  of  the  note  to 
De  Vot9  ▼.  Rkknumd^  98  Am.  Dec  664  et  eeq.,  where  the  queetiona  involved 
in  the  prinoipal  oaee  are  folly  diimiMe<1 

PraaoHB  Dbaxjfo  wuh  Muvioxpal  OovBORAnom  Aia  Bouim  to  Know 
the  extent  of  the  powen  of  their  offioers:  Clark  ▼.  Dea  Moinei,  87  Am.  Deo. 
423. 


Wbidbkind  V.  Tuolumne  Wateb  Company. 

[74  CixirouiiA,  88S.J 

GHAironro  of  Sibsb  bt  ax  ATroKKxr  at  Law  Who  bab  Repbisxivted 
Ohb  ow  thx  LmGAHTS  at  a  former  trial  of  the  oanae  onght  not  to  be  per- 
mitted by  the  Goart;  and  if  permitted,  thie  is  an  irregnlarity  on  aocount 
of  which  a  new  trial  shoold  be  granted. 

Fauubs  ow  Clxxvt  to  Pat  his  Attobnbt  voe  Sbbviobs  Bxndbbxd  in 
TUB  Cabx  will  not  joatify  the  latter  in  appearing  at  aabeeqnent  stages  of 
the  oanae  as  attorney  for  the  adverse  party. 

Frank  W.  Street,  for  the  appellant 
Edmn  A.  Rodgers,  for  the  respondent. 
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FooTE,  C.  This  is  an  action  to  recover  damages  alleged  t6 
have  been  done  to  the  plaintiff's  mining  claim,  as  is  asserted^ 
by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant,  which  eventuated  in  the 
breaking  of  a  dam,  and  the  overflow  of  the  water  which  it  had 
confined. 

The  jury  trying  the  cause  returned  a  verdict  for  the  defend- 
ant, upon  which  the  court  rendered  judgment,  from  which,  and 
an  order  overruling  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  the  plaintiff  has 
appealed. 

The  plaintiff  assigns  for  error,  that  the  court,  against  his 
objection,  allowed  an  attorney  and  counselor  at  law  who  had 
formerly  acted  for  plaintiff  in  this  very  case,  when  it  was  pre 
viously  tried,  to  appear  and  act  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  on 
the  trial  of  the  cause  last  had.  That  attorney  made  this  state- 
ment regarding  the  matter  in  the  presence  of  the  court,  while 
the  trial  was  progressing: — 

''As  the  court  well  knows,  Mr.  Weidekind  [the  plaintiff]  in 
the  first  trial  of  this  case  did  retain  Mr.  Dorsey  and  myself 
I  drew  the  complaint  and  participated  in  the  first  trial  of  this 
case  in  this  court.  My  compensation  was  to  depend  upon  my 
success;  as  soon  as  I  had  earned  that  by  our  success,  this 
plaintiff  saw  fit  to  discharge  me  and  retain  other  counsel; 
with  that  act  of  his  I  have  never  found  fault.  I  have  never 
been  paid  a  cent  by  him  for  my  services.  An  appeal  was 
taken  from  the  judgment  in  that  trial  entered.  A  new  trial 
was  granted  by  our  supreme  court.  A  new  trial  was  had. 
Judgment  was  entered  against  plaintiff.  An  appeal  was 
again  taken,  and  another  reversal  followed.  In  each  of  these 
trials  plaintiff  has  had  other  counsel  than  myself.  I  am  here 
to  assist  Mr.  Rodgers  in  the  trial  of  this  case,  with  all  the 
knowledge  I  have  gained  in  the  three  trials." 

Thereupon  he  did  act  as  an  attorney  and  counselor  on  the 
trial,  sitting  by  and  assisting  the  attorney  of  record,  arguing 
disputed  points  before  the  court,  and  examining  witnesses,  the 
court  having  overruled  the  repeated  objection  of  the  plaintiff's 
counsel. 

This  action  of  the  court  is  contended  to  be  such  an  irregu- 
larity on  its  part  as  prevented  the  plaintiff  from  having  a  fair 
trial.  It  was  within  the  power  of  the  court,  if  satisfied  that 
the  attorney  in  question  had  acted  on  the  plaintiff's  side  of 
the  case  on  the  former  trial,  to  prohibit  his  acting  on  the  other 
side  in  another  trial:  Weeks  on  Attorneys  at  Law,  sec.  120. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  from  the  statement  of  the  attorney  to 
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the  court  that  he  proposed  to  act,  and  it  is  also  certaui  that 
he  did  act,  as  an  attorney  and  counselor  for  the  defendant  in 
the  trial  of  a  cause  where  he  had  formerly  acted  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  trial  court  had  a  right  and  it  was  its  duty  to  have  for- 
bidden the  attorney  from  changing  sides  in  the  same  suit, 
though  at  different  trials;  for  to  do  otherwise  was  '^  to  defeat 
the  very  purpose  for  which  courts  were  organized,  viz.,  the  ad- 
ministration of  justice":  Wilson  v.  States  16  Ind.  892. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  and  the  statement  of  the  attorney 
himself  was  su£5cient  to  show  the  court  that  his  intention  was, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant,  to  use  at  that  time  all  the 
knowledge  and  secrets  he  had  gained  from  his  former  client 
in  preparing  for  and  conducting  one  trial,  and  observing  and 
watching  the  developments  of  two  others. 

This  court,  speaking  to  such  a  question,  says:  ''  We  are  of 
opinion  that  the  court  in  that  case  would  have  restrained  him, 
even  had  he  been  unjustly  discharged,  and  he  was  aUowed,  as 
contended,  to  be  employed  by  the  adverse  party.  The  law 
secures  the  client  the  privilege  of  objecting  at  all  times  and 
forever  to  an  attorney,  solicitor,  or  counselor  from  disclosing 
information  in  a  cause  confidentially  given  while  the  relation 
exists.  The  client  alone  can  release  the  attorney,  solicitor,  or 
counsel  from  this  obligation.  The  latter  cannot  discharge 
himself  from  the  duty  imposed  on  him  by  law":  In  re  Cawderr/j 
69  Cal.  60;  58  Am.  Rep.  545. 

The  attorney  himself  boldly  avowed  his  intention  so  to  act; 
the  court  permitted  him  to  do  it,  notwithstanding  the  plain- 
tiff's objection.  This  we  think  was  an  error,  and  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  proof  to  the  contrary,  injury  must  be  presumed 
to  have  resulted  to  the  plaintiff,  whereby  he  was  prevented 
from  having  a  fair  trial  of  his  case. 

We  perceive  no  further  prejudicial  error,  but  for  the  reasons 
indicated,  the  judgment  and  order  should  be  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded  for  a  new  triaL 

The  CotJBT.  For  the  reasons  given  in  the  foregoing  opinion^ 
the  judgment  and  order  are  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded 
for  a  new  trial.  

AnoRnT  OAmroT  Cbanoi  Sn>is  in  Cask.  —  In  case  of  /•  rt  0(MDckt%,  68 
Am.  Sep.  644,  an  attorney  who  had  represented  the  city  as  its  official  attor* 
ney,  upon  the  ezpiratiun  of  his  term  accepted  a  retainer  from  the  parties  on 
the  other  side  of  the  case,  and  the  eoort  held  that  he  was  gniltj  of  nnprofss* 
aiooal  oondnot^  and  temporarily  disbarred  him. 
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People  u  Greene. 

174  CAUrOBiru,  4Daj 

JuDOifXKr  IS  Void  ior  Wavt  ow  Jubisdiction  otee  thb  DxRsnu5Ts,  if 
the  tantnioiii  is  not  panonally  senred  on  any  of  them,  and  there  is  no 
order  of  the  oonrt  or  Jndge  for  ita  aerrioe  by  pnblioation,  and  the  jndgw 
ment  is  entered  before  the  time  had  elapeed  lor  them  to  appear  and  an- 
Bwer,  had  there  been  dne  eenrioe  by  publication. 

MonoM  TO  Set  Asidb  a  Judomsnt  n  ▲  Dirbct,  and  hot  a  Oollatbbai^ 
Attack  thbbbov. 

JuDomvT  Void  von  Waut  or  Jubibdictioii  otkb  DnxxDAiiT  mat  n 
Sir  AsiDi  AJTXB  THB  LiYn  ijff  TwBLTS  Ybabs,  on  motion.  Hie  poww 
of  the  oonrt  to  vacate  a  Judgment  whieh  appears  to  be  Toid  from  an  in- 
spection of  the  judgment  roll  is  inherent.  It  does  not  expire  by  Upse 
of  time,  nor  is  it  restricted  by  section  473  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Prooedme 
of  California^  designating  the  time  within  iriiich  motions  may  be  made 
for  relief  against  Jndgments  entered  against  a  par^  by  mistake^  acci- 
dent^ snxpriMi  or  ezonsabl^  neglect 

Thb  Bxboutxob  or  a  Void  Judqmbbt  will  bb  Statbd  bt  thb  Oovbt. 
Courts  will  not  permit  their  process  to  be  abused  by  attempta  there- 
under to  enforce  void  Judgments. 

Hon  ErraoTUAL  Modb  or  PnxvBHmro  Abtbb  or  Fboobu  bt  Usiho  It 
to  Bbiobob  a  Void  Judombbt  is  by  extirpating  the  judgment  itself  ^ 
by  remoring  a  form  which  is  without  substanoe. 

Action  to  forecloBe  the  interegt  of  the  defendant^  Oreene, 
held  by  him  under  a  certificate  of  pnrchaee  issued  to  him  by 
the  state.  A  judgment  was  entered  against  him  in  1872  by 
default.  In  1883,  F.  A.  Hyde  moved  to  vacate  the  judgment^ 
and  certain  proceedings  were  thereupon  taken,  as  shown  in  the 
opinion,  resulting  in  the  denial  of  his  motion;  and  thereafter, 
in  due  time,  he  appealed.  The  appellant,  among  other  points, 
urged  that  the  motion  to  vacate  ought  not  to  be  granted, 
because  it  was  not  made  within  the  time  provided  for  in  sec- 
tion 478,  California  Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  Such  section,  so 
far  as  material,  is  as  follows:  "The  court  may  likewise,  in  its 
discretion,  after  notice  to  the  adverse  party,  allow,  upon  such 
terms  as  may  be  just,  an  amendment  to  any  pleading  or  pro- 
ceeding in  other  particulars;  and  may,  upon  like  terms,  allow 
an  answer  to  be  made  after  the  time  limited  by  this  code;  and 
may,  also,  upon  such  terms  as  may  be  just,  relieve  a  party,  or 
his  legal  representative,  from  a  judgment,  order,  or  other  pro- 
ceeding taken  against  him  through  his  mistake,  inadvertence, 
surprise,  or  excusable  neglect;  provided,  that  application  there- 
for be  made  within  a  reasonable  time,  but  in  no  case  exceeding 
six  months  after  such  judgment,  order,  or  proceeding  was 
taken.'' 
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C.  A.  StarlCf  8.  W.  Botdan^  OreiUs  J.  Orefla^  and  Sawyer  anJL 
Burnett^  for  the  appellant. 

/.  D.  Redding^  Crittenden  2%orfi(on,  and  S.  S.  Pricey  for  the 
respondent. 

Seabls,  C.  J.  This  is  an  action  to  forecloee  the  interest  of 
defendants,  obtained  by  virtue  of  a  certificate  of  purchase  for 
tiie  north  half  of  section  28,  township  9  north,  range  82  west, 
San  Bernardino  meridian,  county  of  Santa  Barbara. 

Judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  plaintiff.  The  appeal  is 
from  an  order  made  August  17, 1886,  refusing  to  set  aside  the 
judgment. 

The  complaint  in  the  cause  is  entitled  "People  of  the 
State  of  California  v.  W.  E.  Greene,  John  Doe,  Richard  Roe, 
et  al.'' 

It  proceeds  to  aver  that  the  defendant  (without  naming 
him)  located  the  north  half  of  section  28,  township  9  north,  range 
32  west,  San  Bernardino  meridian,  county  of  Santa  Barbara, 
on  the  fifteenth  day  of  October,  1868;  that  on  the  sixteenth 
day  of  November,  1868,  the  said  defendant  purchased  said 
lands,  and  received  a  certificate  of  purchase  therefor,  known 
and  numbered  as  certificate  No.  1191. 

The  complaint  further  shows  that  on  the  first  day  of  Janu« 
ary,  1872,  there  was  due  plaintiff,  as  interest  on  said  certifi 
cate  of  purchase,  the  sum  of  ninety-six  dollars,  and  avers  a 
publication  of  the  delinquent  list,  with  notice,  etc.,  as  provided 
by  statute. 

There  is  no  averment  of  ownership  of  this  certificate  except 
as  above  stated,  and  no  allegation  that  the  owner  is  unknown. 

A  summons  issued  to  "W.  E.  Greene  et  al.,  defendants," 
dated  September  27, 1872,  which  recited  that  this  action  was 
brought  to  obtain  a  decree  foreclosing  the  interest  of  defend- 
ants ''in  certificate  of  purchase  No.  1291." 

The  summons  was  returned  on  the  same  day  (September 
27,  1872)  by  the  sheriff,  who  certified  that  "the  same  has  not 
been  served  on  the  defendants,  for  the  reason  that  the  defend- 
ants named  in  said  summons  do  not  reside  in  this  county,  and 
their  place  of  residence  is  not  known  to  me." 

On  the  same  day  an  aliae  summons  issued,  which  is  a  copy 
of  the  former  summons  except  that  instead  of  being  entitled 
People  etc.  v.  W.  E.  Greene  et  al.,  defendants,  it  is  entitled 
People  etc.  v,  "  W.  E.  Greene  and  all  unknown  owners,"  and 
with  the  further  difference  that  it  recites  that  the  acticm  is 
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brought  to  obtain  a  decree  foreclosing  the  interest  of  defend- 
ants in  certificates  Nos.  1290,  1291, 1395,  and  1396,  etc. 

The  action  was  brought  in  the  district  court,  and  the  eum- 
mons  notified  and  required  the  defendants  to  answer  within 
ten  days  of  service  within  the  county  (Santa  Barbara),  within 
twenty  days  of  service  without  the  county  and  within  the  dis- 
trict, otherwise  within  forty  days. 

The  record  fails  to  show  any  affidavit  for  publication  of 
summons,  or  order  of  the  judge  or  court  directing  such  publi- 
cation. 

There  is  an  affidavit  of  E.  B.  Boust  as  follows:  — 

**  State  of  California,  County  of  Santa  Barbara,  m. 

"  E.  B.  Boust,  being  duly  sworn,  says  he  is  publisher  of  the 
Santa  Barbara  Times,  a  newspaper  published  weekly  in  the 
town  and  county  of  Santa  Barbara,  state  of  California;  that  a 
summons,  a  true  copy  of  which  was  duly  published  in  said 
newspaper  for  four  consecutive  weeks,  to  wit,  from  the  second 
day  of  October,  A.  D.  1872,  to  the  second  day  of  November, 
A.  D.  1872.  "  E.  B.  Boust/' 

"  Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this  thirteenth  day  of 
November,  A.  D.  1872. 

(Seal)  ''A.  S.  Cooper,  Notary  Public 

''  Filed  November  16,  A.  D.  1872. 

"  F.  A.  Thompson,  Clerk. 
"  By  F.  N.  Gutierrez,  Deputy.'* 

To  this  affidavit  a  printed  copy  of  the  alias  summons  is 
attached,  but  the  affidavit  does  no^  as  may  be  seen,  make  any 
reference  thereto. 

Judgment  by  default  was  taken  against  defendants  Novem- 
ber 21,  1872,  that  is  to  say,  in  less  than  forty  days  after 
service  of  summons,  if  due  service  thereof  is  shown. 

In  June,  1883,  F.  A.  Hyde  moved  on  petition,  showing  him 
to  be  the  owner  of  certificate  No.  1291  by  assignment,  to  have 
the  judgment  set  aside  and  for  leave  to  answer.  His  motion 
was  granted  August  18,  1883,  and  an  answer  was  filed  by 
Hyde  on  the  same  day  setting  up  a  defense  to  the  action. 

On  the  twenty-seventh  day  of  September,  1883,  the  court 
annulled  the  order  of  August  18, 1883,  setting  aside  the  judg- 
ment. This  order,  so  far  as  appears,  was  without  notice  to 
Hyde  or  his  attorney,  and  no  action  was  taken  in  reference  to 
the  answer  on  file. 

Defendant  Hyde  again,  in  August,  1886,  upon  petition  duly 
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Torified  (and  setting  out  most  of  the  facts  herein  stated)  show- 
ing that  in  1872  he  was  a  resident  of  the  county  of  Alameda, 
etc.,  moved  to  set  aside  the  judgment,  and  the  motion  being 
<)enied,  brings  this  appeal. 

1.  It  is  apparent  from  the  foregoing  statement  that  the 
judgment  is  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction  by  the  court  of  the 
person  of  defendants  or  of  any  of  them:  People  v.  MtMan^  65 
Cal.  396. 

2.  A  motion  to  set  aside  a  judgment  is  a  direct,  and  not  a 
collateral,  attack  on  such  judgment;  hence  errors,  which  might 
be  the  subject  of  review  on  appeal  therefrom,  may  be  consid- 
ered: People  V.  Mullan^  supra, 

3.  Tho  important  question,  however,  is  this:  Can  the  supe- 
rior  court,  after  the  lapse  of  a  period  of  say  twelve  years 
from  the  entry  of  a  judgment,  set  it  aside,  even  if  void? 

In  BeU  v.  Thompson,  19  Cal.  707,  it  was  said:  "We  think  it 
must  be  considered  as  settled  in  this  state  that  no  motion  can 
be  entertained  by  a  district  court  to  set  aside  a  judgment  on 
any  ground,  including  that  of  want  of  jurisdiction  over  the 
person  of  the  defendant  in  the  action  in  which  the  judgment 
was  entered,  after  the  expiration  of  the  term  at  which  it  was 
entered,  unless  its  jurisdiction  is  saved  by  some  motion  or 
proceeding  at  the  time,  except  in  the  case  provided  for  by 
Bection  68  of  the  Practice  Act." 

The  case  referred  to  in  the  Practice  Act  is  provided  for  by 
Bection  473  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

Under  the  former  system  of  practice  in  this  state,  the  de- 
cisions were  numerous  and  quite  uniform  to  the  effect  that 
upon  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  court,  all  power  to  alter, 
change,  modify,  or  annul  judgments  entered  during  the  term, 
or  prior  thereto,  was  lost,  unless  saved  by  some  motion  or 
action  of  the  court  during  the  term,  'except  as  otherwise  pro- 
vided by  statute.  Under  our  present  system  of  jurisprudence, 
terms  of  court  are  abolished;  and  as  the  rule  cannot  apply 
literally,  it  is  provided  by  section  473  of  the'  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure, above  referred  to,  that  the  relief  which  formerly  could 
be  had  during  the  term  may  be  sought  within  a  reasonable 
time,  which  is  defined  to  be  six  months,  except  in  cases  where 
personal  service  of  summons  had  not  been  had,  in  which  cases 
the  court  may  grant  relief  within  one  year. 

In  Hastings  v.  CunningJiamf  85  Cal.  550,  it  was  held  that 
the  rule  indicated  had  no  application,  except  to  final  judg- 
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mentfli  and  did  not  apply  wbile  the  prooeedinga  remained  tn 

fieri. 

So,  too,  it  has  been  held  that  a  judgment  may  be  amended 
after  the  expiration  of  the  term,  where  the  reaml  fomishe^ 
the  data  for  such  amendment:  Hegder  y.  SencleU^  27  CaL 
495;  Bo^wick  y.  MeEvoy,  62  Id.  602. 

In  Savings  and  Loan  Soc.  v.  Thame^  67  CaL  63|  a  case  in 
which  the  cause  was  tried  by  the  court,  and  written  findings 
were  not  filed  or  waiyed,  this  court,  on  appeal,  upheld  an  order 
setting  aside  the  judgment  upon  an  application  made  more 
than  six  months  after  its  entry,  upon  the  ground  that  the  case 
was  not  within  the  pureiew  of  section  478,  supra. 

In  Wharton  y.  Harlan,  68  CaL  422,  it  was  held  that  the 
court  may,  after  the  expiration  of  six  months,  set  aside  a 
judgment  By  d^ult,  entered  by  the  clerk,  when  it  appears 
upon  the  face  of  the  judgment  roll  that  the  clerk  had  no  power 
to  enter  it  In  such  a  case,  it  was  said  section  473  of  iho 
Code  of  Ciyil  Procedure  has  no  application. 

It  is  conceded  by  all  of  the  authorities  that  a  court  will  in- 
terpose  to  stay  the  execution  of  a  yoid  judgment 

A  judgment  which  is  yoid  upon  its  face,  and  which  requiree 
only  an  inspection  of  the  judgment  roll  to  demonstrate  its 
want  of  yitality,  is  a  dead  limb  upon  the  judicial  tree,  which 
should  be  lopped  off,  if  the  power  so  to  do  exists.  It  can  bear 
no  fruit  to  the  plaintiff,  but  is  a  constant  menace  to  the  de- 
fendant. 

It  is  said  a  court  whose  process  is  abused  by  an  attempt  to 
enforce  a  yoid  judgment  will  interfere,  for  its  own  dignify,  and 
for  the  protection  of  its  officers,  to  arrest  fiirther  action:  Mills 
y.  Dicksony  6  Rich.  487. 

The  most  effectual  method  of  doing  this  is  by  extirpating 
the  judgment  itself, — by'remoying  a  form  which  is  without 
substance. 

In  New  York,  with  a  statute  similar  to  seotion  473  of  our 
code,  the  courts  haye  held  that  the  power  to  yacate  a  judg- 
ment is  inherent,  and  is  not  limited  by  their  code,  which  only 
has  reference  to  ordinary  defaults  {Dinsmore  y.  AdamSj  48 
How.  274),  and  that  the  limitation  does  not  apply  to  an  un- 
authorized judgment,  nor  to  a  judgment  entered  without  ser- 
yice  of  process:  Simonson  y.  Blake,  20  How.  484;  see  cases 
cited  in  Wharton  y.  Harlan,  supra. 

In  this  last  case,  McKinstry,  J.,  in  commenting  upon  tbe 
rule  enunciated  in  BeU  y.  Thompson,  supra,  said: — 
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''This  technical  rule  as  to  action  during  the  same  term  never 
applied  to  a  pretended  judgment  in  fact  void,  and  could  never 
have  applied  to  statutory  judgments  entered  by  the  clerk, 
which  may  be  entered  in  vacation." 

Section  473,  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  is  intended  to  apply 
to  cases  where  judgment  has  been  taken  against  a  party  by 
mistake,  accident,  surprise,  or  excusable  neglect;  to  cases  in 
which  the  moving  party  must  move  upon  evidence  de  Aorv  the 
record;  to  cases  in  which  the  relief  to  be  granted  is  largely 
in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court,  and  has  no  application  to 
a  pretended  judgment  which  is  shown  by  the  judgment  roll 
to  be  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  either  of  the  person  of  the 
defendant  or  of  the  subject-matter. 

In  this  instance,  it  is  true,  the  applicant  moved  upon  a  peti- 
tion duly  verified,  setting  out  the  facts,  but  the  notice  of  motion 
specified  that  it  would  be  based  "  upon  the  ground  that  the 
papers  on  file  in  said  action  failed  to  show  that  any  affidavit 
was  filed  therein  stating  grounds  for  the  making  of  an  order 
by  said  court  for  the  publication  of  the  summons  in  said 
actioni  or  that  any  order  by  said  court  for  the  publication  of 
Baid  summons  was  ever  made  as  required  by  law,"  and  it  was 
further  stated  that  the  ^'  motion  would  be  made  on  the  .... 
papers  on  file,"  etc. 

The  judgment  roll  is  set  out  in  the  transcript,  and  the  cer- 
tificate of  the  judge,  as  well  as  the  stipulation  of  the  attorneys, 
show  that  it  was  used  at  the  hearing. 

By  this  roll  it  appears,  as  before  stated,  that  there  was  no 
personal  service  on  the  defendants,  or  any  of  them,  and  as 
there  is  no  sufficient  affidavit  that  the  summons  was  ever  in 
fact  published,  the  judgment  is  void,  and  should  have  been 
set  aside,  and  a  trial  had  upon  the  complaint  and  answer  of 
Hyde  on  file,  which  answer  was  never  stricken  out  or  dis- 
posed ot 

The  order  appealed  from  is  reversed,  and  the  court  below 
directed  to  set  aside  the  judgment  in  the  cause  rendered  No- 
vember 2T,  1872. 

Tei  PanroiPAL  oasb,  following  the  decision  in  People  v.  MuUan,  05  CaL 
396,  deblares  tiiftt  a  motion  to  yaoate  a  judgment  is  not  a  collateral  attack 
thereon;  and  henoe,  that  ou  such  motion  papers  may  be  considered  and  evi- 
dence heard  which  oonstitate  no  part  of  the  Judgment  roll,  and  which  are, 
perhaps,  in  direct  conflict  with  that  roll  and  the  matters  of  record  therein 
contained.  In  neither  case  is  the  question  discussed,  though  it  was  neces- 
mxQj  dMidsd  in  PmpU  ▼.  MuUan,  mpra. 
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Wh«n  ilM  notum  ii  made  pnmiaiit  to  Motion  478  of  ilio  Codeol  CtwU  TtO' 
cediire  of  CUifomia»  and  like  ieetioiit  in  other  eodae  or  itatntee  peruiitting 
persona  to  make  applioationa  for  relief  from  jndgmenta  obtainod  againal 
them  by  frand,  or  throngh  their  mistake,  ioadyertenoe^  or  ezciuahle  neglect^ 
there  can  be  no  donbt  that  "  the  partiee  are  at  liberty  to  contradict  the  reo- 
ord,  and  to  eatablieh,  by  any  competent  evidence,  the  trath  of  the  facte  npon 
which  their  claim  to  relief  is  baaed":  Freeman  on  Judgments,  see.  109;  Jfo 
KuUe^Y.  7V«/0,  34 CaL  235;  Mouaar.  Bingham,  IQVt  457.  In snch cases 
the  statute,  in  effect,  grants  the  moving  party  a  time  specified  within  which 
to  ask  for  relief  against  a  jndgment  which,  unless  such  relief  be  granted,  is 
binding  upon  and  enforceable  sgsinst  him;  and,  for  the  pnipoeea  of  the  mo- 
tion, it  exempts  him  from  the  operation  of  the  general  rule  in  force  in  many 
of  the  states,  that  the  question  of  jurisdiction  must  be  determined  by  the 
recwd. 

The  principal  case,  however,  did  not  fall  within  the  provisiona  of  section 
473.  It  was  a  case  in  which  the  defendant  sought  relief,  not  as  a  matter  of 
grace,  or  discretion,  but  of  undeniable  rights  on  the  ground  tiiat  the  court 
had  never  obtained  jurisdiction  over  him,  and  had,  therefore^  no  power  t» 
enter  judgment  against  him. 

It  may  be  that  the  judgment  in  the  principal  case  was  void,  and  had  no 
greater  elements  of  strength  to  resist  a  collateral  assault  than  it  had  when 
assailed  directly.  That  such  was  its  character  in  many  states,  and  in  the 
national  courts,  we  have  no  doubt.  The  courts  of  California  have  gone  fur- 
ther than  any  other  in  sustaining  judgments  from  collateral  assault^  in  hold* 
ing  that  questions  of  jurisdiction  must  be  settled  by  the  record,  and  tiiat 
from  the  record  must  be  excluded  all  papers  and  matters  which  the  stat- 
ute does  not  declare  to  be  a  part  of  the  judgment  roll:  Eahn  v.  Kdfy,  M 
Am.  Dec.  742.  Taking  this  case  in  connection  with  the  principal  caae^  it 
follows,  in  this  state,  that  while  a  jndgment  might  be  afBrmed  on  appeal, 
because  the  judgment  roll  did  not  show  any  defect  in  obtaining  jurisdiction, 
such  judgment  might  be  vacated  on  mere  motion,  supported  by  evidence  not 
to  be  found  in' the  judgment  rolL 

It  seems  remarkable  that  courts  should  take  such  extreme  grounds  to  pro- 
tect judgments  from  collateral  aasanlt^  in  the  interests  of  innocent  purchaaers 
and  others  claiming  title  thereunder,  and  yet  leave  those  interests  exposed  to 
mere  motions  to  be  made  in  the  original  case  at  any  time. 

The  one  remarkable  feature  of  judicial  controversy  aa  to  whether  and  wrhen 
judgments  may  be  collaterally  assailed  is,  that  there  has  been  little  or  no  dis- 
cussion of  what  is  a  collateral  assault.  But  for  the  principal  case,  and  Pcppif 
V.  MuUanf  mtprcL,  we  should  judge  every  assault  upon  a  jndgment  to  be 
collateral  which  was  not  made  either  upon  appeal,  motion  for  a  new  trial,  or 
motion  for  relief  made  during  the  term  at  which  the  judgment  was  rendered, 
or  if,  after  the  lapse  of  snch  term,  then  within  the  time  and  for  the  onnses 
designated  by  statute.  • 

The  importance  of  the  question,  what  is  a  collateral  assault,  when  a  judg- 
ment is  assailed  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  has  been  greatly  diminished  by  the 
more  recent  decisions,  the  general  tenor  of  which,  as  we  apprehend,  is»  that 
the  force  of  a  judgment^  whenever  and  wherever  it  is  sought  to  be  enfofrced, 
may  be  destroyed  by  showing  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  over  the  de- 
fendant. In  other  words,  an  attack  upon  the  jurisdiction  is  equally  efficient 
whether  collateral  or  direct:  BdeherY.  Qhamben,  53  CaL  639;  Oalpm  v.  Pag^ 
8Saw.  93;  18  WalL  860;  Pamo^Y.  N^,96V.  8.  714. 
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•ctaally  or  ecoftmetiTely  Mired  with  notice:  Martin  t.  WURamM,  97  Am.  Deo. 
456;  and  one  againet  whom  jadgment  has  been  rendered  without  aemoe,  or 
o^er  whom  the  court  never  acquired  jurisdiction,  is  entitled  to  haTe  the  judg* 
ment  set  aside:  Dohbina  r.  McNamaara,  3  Am.  St  Rep.  626i. 

Void  Judoxeht  mat  bx  Vagatsd  st  Coubt  Whiob  Rbtdsbid  It,  al 
any  time,  and  notwithstanding  lapse  of  time:  OUntif  r,  Hormfft  99  Am.  Dee. 
632,  and  note  citing  other  cases. 

Proper  Mods  of  Statiho  Exxounoir  WmcB  lasuxD  o«  Tom  Juso* 
MINT  is  by  motion  to  set  the  execution  aaidet  Lm»  t.  Brwm^  8  Am.  81  Rep. 
772,  and  note. 
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JcTDGicxBT  iH  FoRBGLOSUBX,  DBsoBimoN  OF  Land  im.— Where  the  de- 
scription in  the  mortgage,  judgment  of  foreclosure^  and  sheriff's  deed  is 
of  a  tract  by  metes  and  bounds,  "  excepting,  however,  those  portions  of 
the  aboTo-described  tract  which  are  described  in  those  certain  convey* 
ances  executed  by  the  party  of  the  first  part  hereto,  which  are  recorded 
respectively  (giving  the  books  and  pages  of  the  county  records),  to  which 
deeds  and  the  records  thereof  reference  is  hereby  made  for  further  de« 
scription,  the  remainder  of  the  tract  which  is  hereby  conveyed  contain- 
ing about  719  acres,"  the  judgment  and  deed  are  not  void.  Crot^  v. 
Dcfwd,  61  CaL  557,  eontra^  is  here  overruled. 

Action  to  quiet  title.  The  defendants  deraigned  title  through 
a  foreclosure  sale,  which  the  plaintiff  insisted  was  void  for  de- 
fects in  description,  which  are  stated  in  the  opinion.  Judg- 
ment for  the  defendants. 

H.  M,  Smith  and  W.  H.  Clarhy  for  the  appellant. 

Chapman  and  Hendricks  Graves  and  (fMelveny^  and  Bicknell 
and  White,  for  the  respondents. 

Temple,  J.  This  case  seems  very  plainly  to  be  within  the 
rule  laid  down  in  Crosby  v.  Dowdj  61  Gal.  557. 

A  tract  of  909  acres  is  described  by  metes  and  bounds,  "ex- 
cepting, however,  those  portions  of  the  above-described  tract 
which  are  described  in  those  certain  conveyances  executed  by 
the  party  of  the  first  part  hereto,  which  are  recorded  respect- 
ively in  book  22  of  deeds,  page  477,  book  32  of  deeds,  page 
113,  book  36  of  deeds,  page  446,  and  book  48  of  deeds,  page 
466,  records  of  Los  Angeles  County,  to  which  deeds  and 
the  records  thereof  reference  is  hereby  made  for  farther  de- 
scription; the  remainder  of  the  tract  which  is  hereby  conveyed 
containing  about  719  acres." 
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This  description  is  in  tbe  mortgage,  complaint  on  foreclc^ 
closure,  the  decreOi  sheriff's  certificate,  and  deed,  and  nowhere 
except  by  the  above  reference  is  there  any  description  given 
of  any  of  the  excepted  tracts. 

The  record  of  the  foreclosure  therefore  contains  no  descrip- 
tion from  which  it  can  be  ascertained  without  such  reference, 
no  matter  how  familiar  one  might  be  with  all  the  descrip- 
tive calls  given  as  to  any  specific  portion  of  the  described 
land,  whether  or  not  it  was  conveyed  by  the  mortgage  deed, 
or  whether  the  decree  is  operative  upon  it.  Nor  could  he  tell 
whether  any  portion  of  the  metes  and  bounds  of  the  nine- 
hundred-acre  tract  remains  as  any  portion  of  the  metes  and 
bounds  of  the  seven-hundred-acre  tract. 

This  case  is  attempted  to  be  differentiated  from  CrvAy  v. 
Dowdf  supraj  in  this:  In  Crotby  v.  Dowd  the  only  descriptioti  of 
the  property  in  the  complaint  or  decree  was  a  reference  to  three 
deeds  in  the  recorder's  office.  Here  the  mortgage,  complaint, 
decree,  certificate  of  sale,  and  sheriff's  deed,  alike  described  a 
large  tract  of  land  by  metes  and  bounds,  excepting  therefirom 
certain  sold  portions  as  above  stated ;  that  is,  in  the  former  case 
reference  is  made  to  the  record  for  a  description  of  the  land 
mortgaged,  while  in  the  case  at  bar  reference  is  made  to  .the 
records  for  a  description  of  certain  portions  of  the  described 
tract  which  are  excepted  from  the  effect  of  the  mortgage  and 
decree. 

A  mere  statement  of  this  contention  would  seem  to  go  a  long 
way  toward  answering  it.  There  is  evidently  the  same  inde- 
terminateness  in  regard  to  this  discription  as  in  the  other,  and 
the  sheriff  would  be  no  better  able  to  find  the  land,  or  to  deter- 
mine what  lands  he  should  put  a  purchaser  in  possession  ofl 
And  there  is  the  same  possibility  that  when  the  deeds  were  ex- 
amined  they  would  be  required  to  be  construed  by  a  court  to 
determine  what  lands  were  included. 

Nor  can  it  be  construed  as  to  the  intent  oi  the  mortgagor  in 
the  larger  tract  better  than  in  Crotby  v.  Dowdj  supra^  wfaicA 
was  described  as  a  portion  of  the  Santa  Rita  rancho. 

By  express  statement  she  did  not  mortgage  her  interest  in 
the  entire  tract,  and  the  judgment  does  not  profess  to  operate 
open  her  interest  in  the  entire  tract.  Tbe  judgment  record, 
therefore,  is  not  complete,  but  other  documents  not  in  the 
record  must  be  rrferred  to  to  ascertain  what  is  the  subjeet- 
matter  upon  which  the  decree  operates. 

But  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  Crosby  v.  DoimI,  tupra^  on^t 
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not  to  be  allowed  to  stand.  I  think  I  have  examined  all  the 
cases  cited  in  support  of  the  decision  by  counsel  or  by  the 
court,  and  I  £ail  to  find  any  authority  for  holding  the  judg- 
ment void  upon  a  collateral  attack.  It  may  be  admitted  that 
such  a  deciee  is  erroneous,  and  will  be  corrected  if  the  atten- 
tion of  the  court  is  called  to  the  defect  by  demurrer  or  proper 
motion,  or  by  appeal. 

Such  an  amendment  would  be  in  the  interests  of  justice,  and 
for  the  interest  of  both  parties:  for  the  mortgagor,  that  the 
property  sold  with  a  good  description  may  bring  a  better  price, 
and  his  debt  be  paid;  for  the  mortgagee  similarly,  that  he 
may  collect  his  money.  For  these  reasons,  as  well  as  that  the 
writ  may  contain  specific  directions  to  the  officer,  who  is  re- 
quired at  his  peril  to  execute  it,  the  record  of  the  foreclosure 
should  contain  a  perfect  description  of  the  property.  If,  when 
a  writ  is  issued,  it  is  found  that  it  fails  to  describe  any  prop- 
erty, the  sheriff  may  refuse  to  execute  it,  or  the  court,  upon 
application,  may  quash  it,  and  restore  the  party,  if  he  has 
been  dispossessed. 

But  for  what  reason  is  the  judgment  void?  Certainly  not 
for  lack  of  jurisdiction,  either  as  to  the  subject-matter  or  the 
person.  What  nullity  known  and  recognized  by  established 
rules  of  law  is  found  in  this  judgment?  If  any,  it  must  be 
because  it  is  a  proceeding  to  establish  a  lien,  and  there  is  no 
description  of  the  thing  to  which  the  lien  attaches.  But  by 
established  rules  of  evidence,  such  a  reference  is  not  meaning- 
less, and  does  furnish  a  description  of  the  thing.  It  is  ad- 
mitted that  it  is  sufficient,  and  does  amply  describe  the  thing 
in  the  mortgage.  But  it  is  said  that  a  deed  is  evidentiary, 
and  may  be  helped  out  by  other  evidence,  while  a  decree  is 
final  and  determinative.  The  distinction  is  illusory;  but  ad- 
mitting the  difference,  it  has  no  bearing  upon  this  question. 

The  judgment  is  held  void  simply  because  it  is  meaningless. 
This  distinction  admits  that  it  is  not  meaningless,  but  de- 
clares that  it  is  not  sufficiently  explicit  for  the  convenience  of 
the  court  or  its  officer. 

Plainly  the  judgment  is  not  void  for  the  want  of  a  descrip- 
tion which  identified  the  subject  upon  which  the  judgment  is 
to  <^rate.    But  the  rule  is  unsafe,  and  the  distinction  illusory. 

Here  it  may  be  well  to  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  very 
few  of  the  cases  cited  as  authority  are  cases  like  this,  where 
the  objection  was,  that  the  description  contains  an  express 
reference  to  another  document,  which  must  be  examined  to 
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help  oat  the  description.  Most  of  them  were  caees  where,  co 
its  face,  the  description  was  indefinite  or  defeetiTe,  and  were 
actions  for  the  recorery  of  specific  property. 

The  trouble  is  said  to  be  that  the  sheriff  may  not  know 
with  certainty  what  land  he  is  to  place  the  purchaser  in  pos- 
session of.  The  same  uncertainty  may,  and  generally  will, 
exist  where  metes  and  bounds  are  given.  The  court  saya, 
assuming  that  the  records  can  be  found,  the  descriptive  ciJls 
may  be  found  indefinite,  so  as  to  render  it  impossible  to  locate 
them.  So,  too,  any  landmarks  called  for  may,  for  aught  the 
court  can  ordinarUy  know,  be  impossible  of  location.  The 
call  for  a  pile  of  rocks  on  the  bank  of  a  creek  nuiy  be  very 
uncertain,  while  the  reference  to  the  deed  may  be  definite 
and  clear. 

But  in  a  very  large  class  of  cases  where  metes  and  bounds 
are  given,  it  still  becomes  necessary  to  refer  to  deeds  and  to 
records  to  locate  the  boundaries.  What  is  the  practical  differ- 
ence between  the  case  at  bar  and  one  in  which  a  description 
giving  metes  and  bounds  describes  the  boundary  as  beginning 
at  a  stake  at  the  northeast  corner  of  the  land  conveyed  to 
Smith  by  Brown,  by  deed  executed  so  and  so,  or  a  line  mn- 
ning  north  to  the  southern  boundary  of  Brown's  land? 

Or  what  is  the  difference  between  this  and  a  description  as 
lot  2,  in  section  2,  etc.,  according  to  the  United  States  land  sur- 
veys? The  lot  could  not  be  found  without  referring  to  the 
plat  in  the  land-office.  The  same  is  true  of  a  description  of  a 
quarter-section  of  land,  according  to  the  system  of  United 
States  land  surveys.  We  take  judicial  notice  of  the  system, 
but  not  of  the  actual  surveys,  and  we  know  that  in  many 
places  there  are  wide  departures  from  the  general  system. 
The  plat  must  be  referred  to  to  find  the  particular  quarter- 
section.  Then  land  is  often  described  by  reference  to  town 
plats,  sometimes  where  the  plat  has  not  become  a  public 
record,  and  the  streets  and  lots  only  exist  on  paper.  The  plat 
must  be  found  to  locate  the  land.  Farms  are  sold  by  refer- 
ence to  subdivision  maps  of  large  ranches.  Now,  is  this  court 
to  hold  that  all  judgments  which  describe  the  land  by  refer- 
ence to  these  things  are  void?  Yet  in  every  one  of  these  cases 
the  descriptions  show  on  their  face  that  some  other  document 
is  referred  to,  and  must  be  examined  to  make  out  the  descrip- 
tion. 

I  cannot  see  how  a  judgment  can  be  pronounced  a  nullity 
fiir  uncertainty  of  description,  unless  the  court  can  see  that 
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nothing  is  described.  But  here  the  description  is  not  even 
uncertain  or  doubtful.  It  simply  does  not  come  up  to  some 
ideal  standard  laid  down  by  the  courts  as  more  convenient  for 
them  and  their  officers.  The  true  rule  would  seem  to  be  that 
the  judgment  is  not  void;  that  the  purchaser  must,  however, 
rely  upon  the  description,  and  if  it  be  found  so  defective  when 
tested  by  rules  of  evidence  ordinarily  applied  to  the  subject 
that  nothing  can  be  found,  he  will  fail;  otherwise  he  should 
recover. 

I  admit  that  the  case  of  Crosby  v.  Doiod,  aupra,  was  very  ma- 
turely considered,  and  that  it  should  not  be  overruled  unless 
plainly  wrong.  However,  it  is  one  of  those  decisions  under 
which  no  rights  can  have  grown  up;  and  I  think  the  rule  mis- 
takenly laid  down  exceedingly  mischievous.  A  sense  of  justice 
will,  I  think,  if  the  case  be  not  overruled,  impose  upon  this 
court  the  labor  of  differentiating  case  after  case  from  that. 

I  think  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 


Wi  ItiPOBT  THB  PUNCiFAi.  Casb  with  espeoial  pleunze  becMue  it  over^ 
rules  the  caees  of  HiUr.  Ware^  66  GaL  130,  and  CroAy  ▼•  Dcwd^  61  Id.  657. 
The  latter  caae  was  rery  fully  considered,  one  or  more  rehearinga  having 
been  granted  before  the  final  decision  was  reached.  Among  other  authori- 
ties cited  by  the  ooort  is  Freeman  on  Judgments,  sea  54.  The  author  of 
that  work  has  neyer  been  able  to  understand  that  the  language  employed  by 
him  in  that  section  gaye  any  support  to  the  view  that  the  descriptive  parts 
of  a  decree,  judgment^  or  sheriff's  deed  need  be  any  more  perfect  in  them- 
selves, or  are  to  receive  any  other  construction,  than  like  parts  of  other  con- 
veyances. It  is  by  no  means  essential  that,  from  a  mere  inspection  of  the 
description,  the  court  should  be  enabled  to  know  what  lands  are  intended. 
The  tract  may  be  designated  by  some  name  not  understood  by  the  court, 
but  perfectly  familiar  to  all  persons  acquainted  with  the  neighborhood  in 
which  the  land  is  situated.  Evidence  may  always  be  received  to  show  the 
signification  of  such  a  name,  or  to  show  that  any  other  descriptive  words, 
though  apparently  tneaningless  or  unoertain,  do  in  fact  designate  a  particu- 
lar tract  in  such  a  manner  that  its  identity  would  be  apparent  to  persons 
with  whom  it  is  familiar:  Freeman  on  Executions,  sec.  281;  McPiker.  All- 
man,  <^  Ma  551;  lianhaUy.  Qrtei^fiMy  8  GiU  ft  J.  349;  29  Am.  Dec.  559; 
Wd)wUr  v.  BUmul,  39  Mo.  500l 

The  deed,  and  in  the  case  of  a  jndicial  sale,  the  decree  and  order  of  sale, 
may  refer  to  some  other  paper  or  to  some  record  for  the  purposes  of  descrip- 
tion, so  that  it  is  necessary  to  read  the  paper  or  record  referred  to  to  ascer- 
tain what  has  been  sold  and  conveyed.  Such  references  are  not  unusual  in 
voluntary  conveyances;  and  we  believe  deeds  which,  but  for  them,  would 
be  iiiiwininfllnsn,  have  always  been  sustained,  the  description  referred  to  being 
veiy  properly  treated  as  if  copied  into  the  deed.  A  sheriff's  deed  may  be 
made  certain  by  showing  what  lands  the  defendant  owned:  Cckord  v.  AUx- 
imier,  67  lU.  683;  or  by  referring  to  the  mortgage  under  which  the  sale  was 
made:  Kegr,  Ottramiar,  29  Ind.  7.    If  the  county  in  which  the  lands  are 


460  Db  Haley  v.  Halet.  [CaL 

•Haaid  ii  nol  named,  lh«y  will  bo  pretuned  to  lie  in  the  oonnty  in  whidi  tlie 
Judgment  wm  entered  and  tbe  lalo  thereunder  made:  BSHiiga  t.  KamkaibBtk 
67  m.  48a 

The  deecriptioQa  employed  in  Crotbff  r.  Dowd,  n^ra,  referred  to  other  in- 
etnimente  then  on  record,  giving  the  datee  and  places  of  record,  for  the  pni^ 
peeee  of  deecription.  Upon  looking  at  theee  inatmmente  or  reeorda,  end 
regarding  the  deecriptiont  therein  given  aa  copied  in  and  made  a  part  of  the 
decree  in  Cro§b^  ▼.  Dcwd,  n^ra,  iti  deecriptive  parts  ceaeed  to  be  meening- 
lees  or  ambigaous,  and  became  not  only  certain,  but  capable  of  being  readily 
understood.  We  know  of  no  role  of  law,  and  no  considerations  of  pnblio 
policy  or  expediency,  which  require  courts,  in  reading  the  decrees  or  jndg- 
mento  of  other  conrte,  to  refrain  from  considering,  not  only  all  the  deeorip- 
tive  words  therein,  bat  also  any  ref erenoe  which  may  be  made  to  other  pnblte 
records  for  the  pnrpoees  of  description.  That  whi<^  a  court  understands,  or 
may  be  enabled  to  understand,  in  a  deed,  ought  not  to  be  treated  as  meaning- 
less in  a  judgment. 

We  concede  that,  in  judicial  proceedings  which  may  result  in  the  involun- 
tary divesting  of  an  estate,  everything  ought  to  be  made  so  very  clear  and 
certain  as  to  attract  immediate  attention  to  tho  property  to  be  sold,  ao  that 
even  a  casual  observer  might  at  once  know  what  it  is  that  he  may  have  the 
privilege  of  bidding  upon.  Every  decree  and  notice  of  sale  ought,  therefore^ 
to  be  perfect  in  itself,  or  as  nearly  so  as  possible.  To  make  it  otherwise  is 
to  commit  an  error  in  the  azeroiBe  of  eziating  power  which  on^t  to  be  cor^ 
rected  in  some  appropriate  mode;  but  it  is  not  a  paasing  so  far  beyond  the 
limita  of  the  power  as  to  render  the  aet  nngatory,  and  its  oorreetion  nnneoes* 
eary. 

Since  the  dfwitiftn  in  the  principal  caee^  we  have  no  doubt  tiiat  a  judg- 
ment, deoree,  order  of  sale,  and  deed  made  in  pufsnanoe  thereof,  may  eash 
or  all  refer  to  another  reoord  for  the  pnrpcee  either  of  deesribiiig  a  traet  of 
land,  or  of  ahoiwiBg  wfaa*  parts  thareo^  if  any»  are  intended  to  bo  omitted 
from  moh  deaor^^tooB* 
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Aonoir  lom  Ditoroi  ok  tbm  Gbouvb  of  Cbubltt  OomomD  bt  Hva- 
BAVD^  or  A  PuoB  Aonov,  by  charging  his  wife  therein  with  nnchaBtily 
prior  to  her  marriage  with  him,  cannot  be  sustained  while  such  former 
action  remains  undisposed  of,  if  the  charge  made  by  the  husband  in  that 
action  was  material  therein,  beoaiVM,  if  material,  the  issue  formed 
thereby  must  be  first  tried  in  the  action  wherein  the  charge  was  made. 

CBoes-OQMPiiAiVTa  IS  AcnoNS  for  Divohok.  —The  court  doubte  whether 
the  codes  permit  cross-complaints  in  actions  for  divorce;  and  intimates 
that  while  recriminatory  matter  may  be  shown  by  defendant  as  a  bar  te 
plaintiff 'a  cause  of  action,  it  may  not  be  the  basis  of  aAnnativie  relieC. 

8.  HdUy^  in  propria  perMna^  and  Dafnd  Lyom^  tar  the  ap* 
pellant. 

Hupp  amd  Olownerf  for  the  respondent. 
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McKiNSTRY^  J.  The  court  below  should  have  eustained  the 
demurrer  to  the  complaint. 

The  action  is  for  divorce.  The  complaint  avers  the  defend- 
ant was  guilty  of  extreme  cruelt}",  in  that,  in  another  action, 
brought  by  her  against  him,  he  filed  an  affidavit  containing 
statements  of  want  of  chastity  on  her  part  prior  to  their  mar- 
riage; and  in  that,  in  an  action  brought  by  him  against  her, 
he  filed  a  complaint  charging  that  prior  to  the  marriage  of 
these  parties  she  was  pregnant  by  another  man.  The  com- 
plaint herein  avers  that  the  statements  of  defendant  in  the 
affidavit  and  complaint  referred  to  were  wholly  false  and 
malicious. 

The  complaint  herein  does  not  directly  state  the  character 
of  the  two  actions  mentioned,  or  of  the  issues  made  by  the 
pleadings  in  either.  It  may,  however,  be  inferred  from  the 
all^ations  as  a  whole  that  both  were  actions  for  divorce,  — 
the  one  brought  by  the  plaintifi,  the  other  by  the  defendant 
herein. 

The  complaint  does  not  show  what  was  the  particular  mo- 
tion, application,  or  proceeding  in  which  the  affidavit  was  filed, 
nor  does  it  appear  therefrom;  but  the  statements  in  the  affida- 
vit were  relevant  and  material  to  the  issue  presented  on  the 
motion,  application,  or  proceeding. 

There  is  no  averment  that  either  the  action  brought  by  the 
plaintifif,  in  which  the  affidavit  was  filed,  or  the  particular 
proceeding  in  such  action  in  which  the  affidavit  was  filed,  has 
terminated  adversely  to  the  present  defendant,  or  terminated 
at  all.  And  there  is  no  averment  that  the  action  brought  by 
the  defendant  herein  against  the  present  plaintifi*  has  come  to 
an  end  in  any  way. 

1.  While  the  action  brought  by  the  wife  for  a  divorce  was 
pending,  and  the  proceeding  in  such  action,  in  which  the 
affidavit  of  the  husband  was  filed,  was  undetermined,  could 
the  wife  bring  the  present  action,  charging  as  an  act  of  ex- 
treme cruelty  the  making  by  her  husband  of  the  statements 
contained  in  the  affidavit? 

2.  While  the  action  for  divorce  brought  by  the  husband 
(defendant  herein)  against  his  wife  (plaintifi*  herein)  was  still 
pending  and  undetermined,  could  the  latter  commence  the 
present  action,  and  rely,  as  ground  for  divorce,  upon  state- 
ments contained  in  the  complaint  of  the  husband  showing  fraud 
by  the  present  plaintifiT  in  the  contracting  of  the  marriage? 
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The  averments  of  the  complaint  in  the  action  brought  by 
the  present  defendant  against  the  plaintiff  herein  were  proper 
in  themselves,  and  if  true,  may  be  the  basis  of  a  decree  for 
divorce.  Whether  true  or  not  true  may  be  the  issue  in  that 
action.  The  present  plaintiff  cannot,  by  alleging  that  the 
averments  of  the  defendant  to  the  other  suit  are  false  and  ma- 
licious, transfer  to  the  present  action  the  trial  of  the  issue  of 
their  falsity.  In  the  action  brought  by  the  defendant,  it  may 
be  adjudicated  that  the  averments  of  his  complaint  are  true. 
The  orderly  administration  of  the  law  demands  of  us  to  hold 
that  this  action  was,  at  least,  commenced  prematurely.  This 
appears  on  the  face  of  the  complaint,  and  the  objection  could 
properly  be  taken  by  general  demurrer. 

Suppose  a  divorce  should  be  sought  by  a  wife  on  the  ground 
of  desertion,  and  the  husband  should  file  ''a  cross-complaint" 
charging  her  with  adultery;  would  it  be  contended  that  while 
the  suit  was  pending  she  could  commence  and  maintain  an* 
other  action  for  divorce  upon  the  ground  that  the  counter- 
charge was  ''false  and  malicious"?  To  permit  the  trial  by 
anticipation  in  a  new  action  of  an  issue  in  an  action  already 
pending  would  lead  to  confusion,  and  perhaps  to  contradictory 
adjudications,  since  the  evidence  might  not  be  the  same  at 
both  trials. 

True,  in  the  present  action  the  allegation  is,  that  the  aver* 
ments  of  the  complaint  in  the  action  brought  by  the  husband 
were  not  only  false,  but  malicious.  In  the  action  brought  by 
the  husband,  the  truth  of  the  averments  made  by  him  could 
alone  be  in  issue;  if  true,  his  malice  in  making  them  would 
be  an  immaterial  circumstance.  But  the  averment  in  the 
present  complaint  includes  the  question  of  the  falsity  of  the 
husband's  allegations.  However  much  malice  may  have  en- 
tered into  the  action  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  could  not 
recover  in  this  action  unless  she  proved  his  averments  in  the 
suit  brought  by  him  to  be  false. 

The  objection  to  the  present  complaint  as  to  the  averments 
of  the  defendant  in  the  action  brought  by  him  applies  also  to 
the  allegations  of  the  present  complaint,  with  respect  to  the 
relevant  and  pertinent  statements  on  the  defendant's  affidavit 
filed  in  the  action  first  commenced  by  her. 

It  may  not  be  improper  to  remark  that  it  is  at  least  doubt- 
ful whether  the  codes  provide  for  a  cross-complaint  in  actions 
for  divorce. 
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''Recrimination  is  a  showing  by  the  defendant  of  any  cause 
of  divorce  against  the  plaintiff,  in  bar  of  the  plaintiff's  cause 
of  divorce":  Civ.  CodCi  sec.  122. 

An  action  for  divorce  is  not  brought  on  the  ''contract"  of 
marriage,  but  upon  certain  violations  of  duties  or  obligations 
annexed  to  the  status  of  matrimony,  which  are  enumerated  in 
section  92  of  the  Civil  Code  as  causes  for  which  a  divorce  may 
be  granted.  Recriminatory  facts  should  be  pleaded,  but  it 
would  seem  they  are  pleaded  and  proved  as  a  defense  simply, 
and  in  bar  of  the  plaintiff's  cause.  When,  in  bar  of  an  action 
for  divorce,  the  defendant  pleads  the  commission  by  the  plain- 
tiff of  any  of  the  wrongs  mentioned  in  section  92  of  the  Civil 
Code,  and  prays  for  a  divorce,  does  he  seek  affirmative  relief 
"relating  to  or  depending  upon  the  transaction  upon  which 
the  action  is  brought"?  If  not,  section  442  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  does  not  apply  to  actions  for  divorce. 

Nor  is  there  any  general  principle,  independent  of  the  code, 
which  authorizes  a  cross-complaint  in  actions  for  divorce  "to 
prevent  multiplicity  of  suits."  The  statutes  regulate  the  mat- 
ter in  other  cases,  and  the  law  does  not  so  especially  favor 
actions  for  divorce  as  to  make  them  exceptions  to  a  rule  other- 
wise uniform. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded,  with  direction  to 
the  court  below  to  sustain  the  demurrer  to  the  complaint. 


• 

Tax  FBiNdFAL  OASB  18  qaite  imporbuit  in  its  intimation  that  there  can 
be  no  erose-complaint  in  aotione  of  divorce  under  section  442  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Ptooednreof  California.  That  section  is  as  follows:  "Whenever  the 
defendant  seeks  affirmative  relief  a^;ainst  any  party,  relatmg  to  or  depending 
upon  the  contract  or  transaction  upon  which  the  action  is  brought,  or  affect- 
ing the  pniperty  to  which  the  action  relates,  he  may,  in  addition  to  his  an* 
swer,  file  at  the  same  time,  or  by  permission  of  the  court,  subsequently,  a 
cross-complaint.  The  cross-complaint  must  be  served  upon  the  partiee 
sffscted  thereby,  end  such  partiee  may  denmr  or  answer  thereto  as  to  the  orijgi* 
nsl  complaint.'* 

Omnsis  SntomiD  nr  Caluqkitxa  Codi  ab  Obouhsb  of  Divoboi  ara 
properly  pleadable  in  bar  one  to  the  other:  Cammt  v.  Comamif  70  Am.  Deo. 

7ia 
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Estate  of  Bowland. 

[74  CaUVOBKIA,  6SS.J 

Iff  VHB  DisnuBimoff  of  ak  Estati,  PxBsoffs  CLAmiHa  AowmuMLY  to  tho 
deoedent  cannot  present  their  daime  and  have  property  in  the  hands  of 
the  administrator  turned  oirer  to'them,  on  the  grouid  that  it  belonged 
to  them  and  not  to  dscadent. 

HvaBAXis  Off  SnTLnawT  ahd  DnrsisuTioir  ov  Wm's  Sbtatb^  oannot 
obtain  an  order  that  certain  moneys  in  the  haads  of  the  administrator  be 
turned  over  to  him  as  community  property. 

DmBiBunox  or  Win's  Estatb  carhot  PmBjusnai  Hitsbakd's  Clatv 
that  property  which  the  decree  of  distribation  poiports  to  distribute  was 
in  fact  community  property,  and  belonged  to  him  as  the  snrriYor  of  the 
community,  for  tiie  court  has  no  jurisdictioQ  over  such  property  in  ad* 
ministering  the  estate  of  the  wife. 

Jf.  O.  Cobb  and  John  JSeynoUf »  for  the  appellant 
A.  N.  Droum^  for  the  respondente. 

SfiABLS,  C.  J.  This  is  an  appeal  from  a  final  decree  of  the 
superior  court  distributing  the  estate  of  Jane  Bowland,  de- 
ceased,  and  denying  the  petition  of  appellant,  the  surviviug 
husband  of  deceased,  to  have  certain  money  and  property  in 
the  hands  of  the  executors,  declared  community  property  of 
petitioner  and  deceased,  segregated  from  the  separate  property 
of  the  testatrix,  and  delivered  to  him,  instead  of  being  dis- 
tributed to  the  legatees  under  the  will. 

It  appears  from  the  petition  of  the  appellant,  to  which  a 
demurrer  was  interposed  and  sustained,  that  in  1867  the  peti- 
tioner and  testatrix,  who  were  husband  and  wife,  by  an  agree- 
ment between  themselves,  divided  their  community  property; 
that  twelve  thousand  dollars  of  such  property  was  in  the 
hands  of  the  testatrix,  and  was  not  divided,  owing  to  the  £Eict 
that  petitioner  supposed  it  was  required  to  pay  off  certain 
claims  against  the  common  property. 

The  property  thus  divided  and  thereafter  held  by  the  parties 
in  severalty  as  their  separate  property  was  sold  in  1879  for  one 
hundred  and  eighty-five  thousand  dollars,  and  thereupon  an 
accounting  was  had  between  the  parties,  in  which  petitioner 
claims  the  testatrix  was  improperly  allowed  five  thousand 
dollars  on  account  of  alleged  expenses  incurred  by  her  as  the 
agent  of  petitioner  in  and  about  his  property.  He  now  claims 
these  amounts  with  interest,  amounting  in  the  aggregate  to 
thirty  thousand  dollars,  as  community  property,  to  wluch  he 
was  entitled  upon  the  death  of  his  wife. 

Deceased  left  a  will,  which  was  duly  admitted  to  probate, 
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whereby  her  property  was  disposed  of,  and  in  which  petitioner 
was  a  legatee  to  the  extent  of  one  dollar. 

It  is  made  the  duty  of  the  probate  court,  or  the  superior  court 
acting  as  such,  to  distribute  the  estate  of  deceased  persons, 
when  ready  therefor,  to  the  heirs,  legatees,  and  devisees,  as 
the  case  may  require  and  as  provided  by  law;  so,  too,  debts 
and  demands  against  the  estate  may  be  ascertained,  deter- 
mined, and  paid  as  provided  by  statute. 

The  law  does  not  contemplate  or  provide  for  the  distribution 
of  property  or  money  in  the  hands  of  the  executor  or  admin- 
istrator to  persons  who  may  claim  adversely  to  the  estate,  but 
leaves  all  such  questions  to  be  determined  by  action  on  behalf 
of  or  against  the  executor.  The  estate  as  distributed  must  go 
to  the  heirs  or  legatees  or  devisees,  or  to  some  of  them,  or  those 
holding  under  them,  and  the  decree,  when  made,  is  conclu- 
sive as  to  their  rights,  subject  only  to  be  set  aside,  modified,  or 
reversed  on  appeal :  Code  Civ.  Proc.,  sec.  1666. 

Appellant  does  not  claim  under  or  through  the  estate,  but 
adversely  and  in  opposition  thereto. 

'*  Upon  the  death  of  the  wife,  the  entire  community  property, 
without  administration,  belongs  to  the  surviving  husband,'' 
etc.:  Civ.  Code,  sec.  1401;  Moore  v.  JbtiM,  63  Cal.  12. 

Under  the  eleventh  section  of  the  act  of  1850,  upon  the 
death  of  the  wife,  one  half  of  the  community  property  vested 
in  her  descendants:  Payne  v.  Payne,  18  Cal.  291. 

The  amendment  of  1874,  contained  in  section  1401,  quoted 
above,  has  changed  the  rule  in  this  respect;  and  as  to  the  com- 
munity property,  the  husband  does  not,  upon  the  death  of  the 
wife,  take  by  succession.  The  estate  in  expectancy  of  the 
wife  in  the  community  property  is  dependent  upon  her  survi- 
vorship; and  in  the  event  of  her  death  before  her  husband,  it 
is  deemed  never  to  have  existed.  If  we  are  correct  in  this, 
the  husband  does  not,  upon  the  death  of  his  wife,  as  to  the 
community  property,  take  by  descent  or  succession,  but  holds 
the  community  property  as  though  acquired  by  himself,  and 
as  if  his  deceased  wife  had  never  existed. 

The  contention  of  counsel  for  appellant,  that  the  claim  of 
the  latter  will  be  concluded  by  the  decree  of  distribution,  is 
not  tenable.  Under  section  1666,  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  the 
decree  is  only  made  conclusive  as  to  the  rights  of  heirs,  lega- 
tees, and  devisees.  As  appellant  does  not,  as  to  the  claim, 
come  within  the  category  of  these,  he  will  not  be  bound 
thereby.    He  appears  in  a  twofold  capacity:  1.  As  a  legatee 

AM.  St.  BBP..  Yol,  v. —80 
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under  the  will,  and  as  to  bis  rights  as  such  he  will  he  hooiid 
by  the  decree;  and  2.  As  a  claimant,  in  his  own  right,  uitago- 
nistic  to  the  estate.  In  this  latter  capacity  he  will  be  no  more 
concluded  than  a  third  party  would  be,  who  might  chance  to 
claim  real  estate  adversely  to  decedent  and  his  representatives: 
Freeman  on  Judgments,  sec.  66,  and  cases  cited;  Bath  v.  Vol- 
deZf  70  Cal.  359.  If,  as  may  well  be,  his  demand  only  amounts 
to  a  claim  against  the  estate,  which  should  have  been  pre- 
sented to  the  executors,  it  cannot  alter  the  case  as  presented 
here. 

The  decree  and  order  of  the  court  below  appealed  ftom  are 
aflSrmed.  

OmiMusHT  FBomrTy  OKraBALLTi  See  the  note  to  Oook$  ▼. 
Am.  Dea  (M  et  eeq. 
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gxiouTutM  Who  Sbxs  Pxbsoval  Pbofbbtt  or  bib  Txmaim,  wnHOur  mm 
Ordxb  or  CouBT,  ia  guilty  of  its  oonvenioii,  and  becomee  reeponiible  for 
ite  valae,  with  legal  interest. 

ExiouToa  Who  has  Rbbionxi)  his  Trust,  Ssttlid  bis  Aoooumn^  axt> 
RiCEiTXD  Hn  DiBCHABGi,  MAT,  NBTKSTHUJEsa^  BsGinBDbelote  the  ooart 
by  hie  aaooeMor,  under  aection  1629  of  the  Code  of  Oivil  Procediire  of 
Oalifomia,  and  required  to  account  for  property  converted  by  him  and 
not  included  in  his  former  accounts. 

EziocTTOB  BAB  No  RiOHT  TO  GnTB  AwAT  Stookb  beeai»e  he  regards  tiwai 
as  worthless. 

MsASURx  OF  ExxoDToa'a  Liability  vob  Stookb,  Whxoh  Hb  hab  Pxb- 
mittbd  to  bb  8oij>  without  an  order  of  court,  is  not  limited  to  their 
appraised  nor  to  their  actual  value,  but  extends  to  the  amount  for  whii^ 
they  were  sold,  where  that  exceeds  the  appraised  or  actual  value. 

Obbeb  Madb  at  thx  Inbtahcb  ob  to  Fbomotb  thx  Ibtbbbbt  of  appeUaul 
will  not  be  reviewed  on  an  appeal  taken  by  him. 

A.  D.  SplivalOf  for  the  appellant. 
A,  Comie,  Jr.^  for  the  respondent. 

Belcher,  G.  C.  In  1870,  S.  Martinovich  was  duly  appointed 
executor  of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  L.  Badoyioh,  de- 
ceased, and  he  continued  to  act  as  such  executor  until  August, 
1882.  Among  the  assets  of  the  estate  which  came  into  hia 
possession  as  executor  was  a  certificate  for  five  shares  of  the 
capital  stock  of  the  San  Francisco  and  Oakland  Railroad  Com* 
pany.    This  stock  was  mentioned  in  the  inventory,  and  was 
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upprais^  at  $250.  Martinovich  resigned  his  place  as  execu- 
tor in  1882,  and  J.  L.  Radoyich  was  appointed  administrator 
of  the  estate  with  the  will  annexed. 

Martinovich  never  obtained  anj  order  for  the  sale  or  dispo- 
fiition  of  the  stock,  and  never  turned  the  certificate  over  to  his 
successor.  Subsequently,  in  March,  1886,  Radovich,  as  ad- 
ministrator,  obtained  an  order  from  the  court  requiring  Martin- 
ovich to  appear  and  render  an  account  under  oath  of  the  five 
shares  of  stock  Which  he  had  received  and  held  as  executor. 

To  this  order  Martinovich  toswered,  denying  that,  as  exec- 
utor or  otherwise,  he  ever  received  the  five  shares  of  stock  re- 
ferred to,  and  alleging  that  at  the  time  of  L.  Radovich's  death, 
the  stock  was,  and  evei*  since  had  continued  to  be,  worthless, 
and  of  Ho  Value  Whatever. 

A  hearing  was  had  before  the  court,  at  which  Martinovich 
appeared  and  testified  that  he  wa«  executor  of  the  last  will  of 
L.  Radovich,  deceased,  and  that,  prior  to  November  28,  1878, 
as  such  executor  he  had  the  control  and  possession  of  the  said 
five  sh^irCEt  of  stock  as  a  part  of  the  assets  of  the  estate,  and^ 
'Hhat  he  had  indorsed  the  stock  as  such  executor,  and  had  deliv- 
ered the  same  to  A.  D.  Splivalo,  his  attorney  and  agent,  to  sell 
it  for  Whatever  he  could,  and  that  witness,  as  such  executor, 
had  filed  accounts,  but  had  never  accounted  for  said  stock,  or 
the  proceeds  of  sale  thereof,  and  .that  he  had  been  allowed  by 
the  court  in  his  accounts  and  had  received  from  the  estate  all 
his  commissions,  disbursements,  and  charges,  and  claims  of 
all  kinds,  including  attorney's  fees  in  matter  of  said  estate, 
and  that  nowhere  and  in  no  manner  had  he  accounted  for 
said  shared  of  stock,  but  had  omitted  all  mention  thereof  in 
his  accounts,  as  he  did  not  consider  them  of  any  value;  that 
he  had  never  applied  to  the  court  for  authority  to  sell  the 
stock,  and  that  his  indorsement  of  the  same  and  the  delivery 
of  the  same  to  said  Splivalo  was  without  order  from  court." 

Splivalo  was  called  as  a  witness,  and  testified  ''  that  he  had 
been  attorney  for  the  estate  of  L.  Radovich,  deceased,  .... 
and  that  said  Martinovich  had  indorsed  the  stock  as  executor, 
and  told  him  to  sell  it  for  what  he  could  get  and  keep  it  for 
his  services;  that  the  stock  was  not  indorsed  by  any  other 
person  than  the  said  Martinovich;  that  the  stock  was  consid- 
ered of  no  value  whatever,  but  that  witness  sold  it  for  $460 
some  time  prior  to  November  28,  1873;  that  $460  was  not  its 
value,  although  he  got  that  sum  for  it;  that  the  stock  had  no 
value;  that  he  received  the  stock  as  part  compensation  for  hia 
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Bervicea  in  said  estate;  and  that  if  it  were  not  credited  in  the 
acoount8|  it  was  through  forgetfolnees." 

The  court  found,  among  other  things,  that  the  five  shares 
of  stock  were  indorsed  and  sold  without  any  order  of  court, 
and  were  transferred  to  the  purchaser  thereof  on  the  books  of 
the  corporation  on  the  twenty-eighth  day  of  Noyember,  1873; 
that  the  stock  was  sold  for  $450,  and  that  that  sum  was  its 
market  value  at  the  time  of  sale;  that  neither  the  stock  nor 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  thereof  were  ever  accounted  for  by 
Martinovich  prior  to  th^  filing  of  his  account  in  May,  1885, 
and  that  there  was  no  good  or  any  sufEicient  cause  for  his  delay 
in  accounting  for  the  same. 

Thereupon  an  order  was  made  and  entered,  settling  the  ao- 
count  at  $450,  with  legal  interest  thereon  from  November  28, 
1873,  in  the  aggregate,  $828.92,  and  requiring  Martinovich 
forthwith  to  pay  the  last-named  sum  to  the  administrator  of 
the  estate. 

Subsequently,  on  motion  of  counsel  for  Martinovich,  an 
^rder  was  made  modifying  the  last-named  order  in  certain 
unimportant  particulars,  and  thereupon  Martinovich  appealed 
from  both  orders. 

1.  We  fail  to  see  that  the  court  erred  in  making  the  first 
order  complained  of.  As  executor,  Martinovich  had  no  right 
to  sell  or  otherwise  dispose  of  the  stock  without  an  order  of 
court  authorizing  him  to  do  so.  When,  therefore,  without 
any  such  order,  he  caused  the  stock  to  be  sold,  he,  in  l^al 
efiect,  converted  it  to  his  own  use,  and  became  responsible  for 
its  value,  with  legal  interest  thereon. 

The  claim  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  make  the 
order  because  Martinovich  resigned  his  trust  as  executor  in 
1882,  and  then  settled  his  accounts  and  was  discharged,  is  not 
tenable,  for  two  reasons:  1.  The  code  provides  that  ''when 
the  authority  of  an  executor  or  administrator  ceases,  or  is  re- 
voked for  any  reason,  he  may  be  cited  to  account  before  the 
court  at  the  instance  of  the  person  succeeding  to  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  same  estate,"  etc.:  Code  Civ.  Proc.,  sec.  1629; 
and  2.  It  affirmatively  appears  that  he  never  accounted  for  or 
was  discharged  from  the  liability  in  question. 

So  the  claim  that  the  stock  was  considered  worthless,  and 
the  appellant  therefore  rightfdlly  turned  it  over  to  Splivalo, 
attorney  for  the  estate,  is  equally  untenable. 

The  executor  has  no  right  to  give  away  the  assets  of  the* 
estate  even  though  he  may  consider  them  worthless,  and  the 
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attorney  has  no  right  to  receive  such  a  gift  from  the  executor's 
hands.  Both  parties  knew,  or  should  have  known,  such  to  be 
the  law  when  the  transfer  was  made. 

So,  too,  the  claim  that  appellant,  if  chargeable  at  all,  should 
have  been  charged  with  only  $250,  the  appraised  value  of  the 
stock,  is  wholly  without  merit.  The  code  makes  the  ezecntor 
chargeable  with  the  whole  of  the  estate  at  the  appraised  value, 
and  with  all  the  interest,  profit,  and  income  thereof,  and  it 
requires  him  to  account  for  the  excess  when  he  sells  any  part 
of  the  estate  for  more  than  the  appraisement:  Code  Civ.  Proc., 
sees.  1613, 1614.  As  the  stock  was  actually  sold  for  $450,  the 
appellant  was  properly  chargeable  with  that  sum,  with  inter- 
est thereon. 

2.  The  appeal  from  the  second  order  cannot  be  considered, 
for  the  reason, — 1.  It  was  made  at  the  instance  of  appellant; 
and  2.  It  was  made  to  promote  his  interests,  and  could  not 
possibly  operate  to  his  prejudice. 

We  conclude,  therefore,  that  both  of  the  orders  appealed 
^m  should  be  afQrmed. 

The  CouBT.  For  the  reasons  given  in  the  foregoing  opinion, 
the  orders  are  affirmed.         

Pabtt  will  hot  bb  Hbasd  to  Complain  of  ax  Obdbb  Madb  at  bib 
Ibbtahgb:  Price  ▼.  Bradomridge^  92  Mo.  878. 

SBonoB  1029  OF  thb  Codb  of  Civn*  Prbcbdubb,  ref «rred  to  in  the  opin- 
ion, is  u  foDowB:  "When  the  authority  of  an  executor  or  adminiatrator 
ceases,  or  is  revoked  for  any  reason,  he  may  be  cited  to  account  before  the 
eoorty  at  the  instance  of  the  person  succeeding  to  the  administration  of  the 
same  estate^  in  like  manner  as  he  might  have  been  cited  by  any  person  in* 
terested  in  the  estate  daring  the  time  he  was  executor  or  administrator." 

Doubtless  this  section  confers  plenary  power  to  compel  an  accounting  in 
proper  cases;  but  we  see  nothing  therein  which  appears  to  be  designed  to  limit 
or  annul  the  operation  of  previous  judicial  proceedings,  or  to  render  inappli- 
cable the  law  of  re$  jvdieakL  In  the  principal  case  it  appears  that  the  exec* 
ntor  had  accounted,  and  his  accounts  had  been  settled.  Such  settlement 
was  a  decision,  and  apparently  a  final  decision,  upon  a  matter  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  courts  and  was,  therefore,  upon  principle,  conclusive  that 
the  amount  then  found  to  be  due  from  the  executor  was  the  true  amount. 
Any  subsequent  proceeding  to  show  that  such  amount  was  either  greater  or 
less  was  inconsistent  with  the  prior  adjudication,  and  therefore  not  permis- 
sible: Freeman  on  Judgments,  sees.  284  a-287.  The  settlement  relied  upon  am 
a  bar  in  the  principal  ease  was  apparently  the  settlement  of  a  final  account^ 
and  there  was  no  suggestion  that  the  proceedings  resulting  in  such  settle- 
ment were  without  notice,  or  irregular  in  any  respect.  The  decision  seems, 
therefore^  indefensible  upon  principle,  and  in  defiance  of  the  Code  of  Cvnl 
Procedure  and  the  prior  decisions  of  the  court:  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Proc.,  see, 
1667;  Se^wOcU  v.  Brumaghn,  54  Cal.  254;  see  also  note  to  Pkoi  v.  BMM% 
Ea^r,  86  Am.  Deo.  143-146. 
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SLelly  V.  Gentbal  Paoifio  B.  B»  Ca 

[74  CUflPOBVUt  W.] 

Fbaup  hi  Owuntmo  ▲  Cohtkaot  will  Dxnur  ticb  Biobt  fo  OfnosL  a 
Sraomo  PsBiOBUJurci  nncuMi;  although  this  frMid  ▼«•  not  prodoo- 
tire  of  injuiy  to  the  defendant  It  ia  anffiexent  that  it  woold  reanlt  in 
an  in  jury  to  tiiird  peraona,  aa  where  one  by  frandnlant  repraaentatiopa 
procared  a  contract  for  the  aale  of  landa  to  him^  which  oontnol^  bmt  for 
BQch  repreaentationa,  would  have  been  given  to  another. 

Feaud  will  DmcAT  a  Suit  bob  Sncmo  PiBfORMANCi  ol  oontract  to 
convey  landa,  thoagh  each  frand  waa  not  prodnctive  of  damage  to  tho 
vendor  or  to  third  peraona,  if  by  the  frand  the  vendor  waa  deceived  and 
canaed  to  enter  into  a  contract  to  which  hia  aaaent  conld  not  have  been 
otherwiae  obtained. 

Spbodio  Pxbiormancx  will  kot  bi  Dxcresd  unless  the  Cobtraot  u 
Feee  fbom  Evert  Imft/Tation  oe  Fbattb  or  Deceit.  The  eontrad 
of  the  party  aeeking  apecifio  performanoe  mnst  be  free  from  all  Uame. 

/.  M.  FviweHer^  and  Hart  and  Whiter  for  the  appellant. 

A.  P.  Catlin^  and  C.  A.  and  F.  P.  Tuiilej  for  the  vegpondent. 

Hayne,  G.  Action  for  epecific  performance  of  a  ccmtract  to 
convey  land. 

The  Central  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  being  the  owner  of 
large  tracts  of  land  acquired  from  the  federal  governmenty 
placed  the  disposition  of  the  same  in  the  hands  of  one  of  its 
officers,  called  its  land  agent.  The  finding  in  this  regard  is, 
that  "said  railroad  company,  for  the  purpose  of  disposing  of 
its  lands,  established  a  land  department  and  appointed  a  land 
agent,  who  had  power  to  issue  and  carry  into  efiect  the  circu« 
lars  hereinafter  copied.  Said  land  agent  had  full  power  to 
api)oint  subordinate  agents,  and  to  distribute  to  them  the  work 
of  the  land  department." 

In  the  exercise  of  his  functions,  the  land  agent  addressed  a 
circular  to  the  public  inviting  settlement  upon  its  vacant 
lands,  and  stating,  among  other  things,  that  "settlers  and 
actual  occupants  who  in  good  faith  cultivate  and  improve 
lands  belonging  to  either  of  the  companies  will  generally  be 
given  preference  of  purchase  at  the  regular  price." 

It  appears  that  in  the  spring  of  1881,  one  Menger,  who  was 
then  in  occupation  of  the  south  half  of  the  northeast  quarter 
of  section  7,  in  township  18,  range  9  east,  Mount  Diablo  base 
and  meridian,  and  of  an  adjoining  piece,  received  the  above- 
mentioned  circular,  and  certain  verbal  assurances,  and  after 
several  months  sold  and  conveyed  whatever  rights  he  had  to 
one  Cole.    Before  making  the  purchase,  Cole  inquired  of  one 
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Perkioff,  Hie  deputy  of  the  land  agent,  "whether,  if  he  boaght 
fiom  Jfenger,  he  could  get  the  title  of  the  company ''  to  the 
said  south  half  of  the  northeast  quarts,  and  the  other  land 
which  Menger  occupied.  And  Perkins  '*tben  gave  him  one 
of  eaid  circulars,  and  informed  him  tliat  if  he  moved  upon  the 
land  and  improved  it,  he  could  safely  buy  of  said  Menger,  and 
that  the  railroad  company  would  give  him  the  preference  to 
buy  the  same  at  such  price  as  it  might  fix;  and  said  Cole 
made  said  purchase  under  said  advice,  and  moved  into  said 

Menger's  house  immediately  upon  the  purchase Said 

Cole  moved  upon  said  land,  and  continued  to  reside  upon  it 
and  make  improvements  on  it,  relying  upon  said  circulars, 
and  what  was  said  to  him  by  said  Perkins,  believing  that  he 
would  have  the  prior  right  to  purchase  from  said  railroad  com- 
pany said  land  at  a  price  which  it  might  fix."  In  December, 
1881,  he  filed  his  application  to  purchase  with  the  land  agent; 
but  no  immediate  action  appears  to  have  been  taken  thereon. 

During  all  of  this  time  the  plaintiff,  Kelly,  had  brought 
himself  within  the  terms  offered  by  said  circular  as  to  certain 
adjoining  land,  but  had  never  done  so  as  to  the  land  in  con* 
troversy.  It  sufiiciently  appears,  we  think,  that  Kelly  had 
notice  of  Cole'a  equities;  for  he  resided  in  the  vicinity,  and  it 
is  found  that  on  one  occasion  he  undertook  to  make  an  entry 
upon  Cole's  possession,  and  commenced  to  erect  "a  small 
board  house"  upon  the  land  in  controversy;  but  Cole  ordered 
him  off;  and  he  left,  and  moved  his  house  away.  He  there- 
fore knew  that  Cole  had  a  claim  to  the  land,  and  by  inquiry 
he  could  easily  have  learned  the  nature  of  such  claim. 

Several  weeks  after  this,  Kelly  filed  with  the  land  agent  an 
application  to  purchase  certain  lands,  including  the  tract  in 
controversy,  and  represented  to  the  land  agent  that  be,  Kelly, 
had  settled  upon  the  same.  The  land  agent,  believing  these 
representations,  entered  into  a  contract  with  Kelly  for  the 
oonveyance  to  him  of  this  and  other  tracts,  and  received  from 
him  the  first  payment  therefor.  These  representations  of 
Kelly  were  entirely  false.  The  finding  in  this  regard  is  as 
follows:  *' Kelly's  said  representations,  made  by  himself  and 
his  witnesses  to  the  land  agent,  were  untrue,  and  he  at  the 
time  knew  that  they  were  untrue,  and  they  deceived  the  land 
ai^nt,  and  induced  him  to  award  to  said  Kelly  said  south  half 
of  the  northeast  quarter;  and  the  land  agent,  but  for  such  de- 
ception, would  not  have  awarded  said  south  half  of  the  north- 
east quarter  to  said  Kelly,  bat  would  have  awarded  it  to 
Cole.'' 
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Upon  becomiDg  aware  of  the  deception  which  had  been 
practiced  upon  him,  the  land  agent  notified  Eelly  that  he 
could  not  have  the  tract  in  controversy,  and  tendered  him 
back  the  portion  of  his  first  payment  which  applied  to  that 
tract;  but  did  not  tender  him  back  the  money  applying  to  the 
other  lands  mentioned  in  his  contract  Eelly  refused  to  receive 
the  money,  and  brought  this  action  to  compel  the  conveyance 
to  him  of  all  the  land  mentioned  in  the  contract.  Cole  inter- 
vened, and  prayed  for  the  conveyance  of  the  land  in  contro- 
versy to  him.  The  court  below  decreed  that  the  land  be 
conveyed  to  Cole,  and  Eelly  appeals.  The  evidence  is  not 
brought  up, — the  appeal  being  from  the  judgment,  and  upon 
the  judgment  roll  alone. 

The  point  made  on  Eelly's  appeal  is,  that  the  false  repre- 
sentation was  not  productive  of  injury  to  the  railroad  com- 
pany. And  the  argument  is,  that  there  was  no  injury,  becansei 
in  the  first  place,  it  was  under  no  obligation  to  convey  to  Cole, 
— the  promise  contained  in  the  circular  being  merely  that 
*'  preference  wUl  generally  be  given  to  settlers,"  in  which  re- 
spect it  differs  from  the  promise  contained  in  the  circular 
considered  in  Boyd  v.  Brinckin,  55  Cal.  427;  and  because,  in 
the  second  place,  the  company  was  willing  to  convey,  and  will 
convey,  the  land  to  Cole  for  the  same  price  that  it  agreed  to 
convey  it  to  Eelly,  and  hence  could  not  be  injured  pecuni* 
arily. 

It  is  deserving  of  serious  consideration  whether,  admitting 
that  Boyd  v.  Bri'ncHnj  eupra,  can  be  distinguished  as  contended, 
there  was  not  sufficient  part  performance  of  the  oral  promise 
to  Cole  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  frauds  and  entitle 
him  to  a  specific  performance.  But  waiving  this,  we  think 
there  are  two  answers  to  the  argument  for  the  appellant. 

1.  Assuming  the  correctness  of  appellant's  major  propoei- 
tion, — viz.,  that  in  order  to  defeat  a  suit  for  specific  perform- 
ance on  the  ground  of  fraud,  the  fraud  must  be  productiTe 
of  injury, — it  is  not  necessary  that  the  injury  should  result  to 
the  vendor.  It  is  sufficient  if  it  would  result  to  third  persons. 
It  is  upon  this  principle  that  the  relief  is  refused  where  the 
thing  to  be  done  would  operate  as  a  fraud  upon  the  public 
Thus  a  court  will  refuse  to  decree  specific  performance  of  an 
agreement  to  publish  a  book,  purporting  to  be  written  by  one 
person,  but  in  fact  written  by  another:  Post  v.  Marshy  L.  B.  16 
Ch.  D.  406.  So,  upon  the  same  principle,  the  relief  is  refused 
where  the  agreement  was  in  fraud  of  the  rights  of  creditors: 
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St.  John  V.  Benedict  J  6  Johns.  Ch.  117;  Baldwin  y.  Campfidd^  8 
N.  J.  Eq.  600;  Ryan  v.  -Ryan,  97  111.  40;  or  in  frand  of  the  rights 
of  other  parties:  Kitchen  v.  Coffyn,  4  Ind.  607.  So  it  is  re- 
fused where  the  act  sought  to  be  enforced  would  operate  to  the 
injury  of  interests  in  remainder:  Fry  on  Specific  Performance, 
p.  *141,  sec.  804;  Thomas  v.  Bering,  1  Keen,  747,  748;  or  to  a 
wife's  right  in  a  homestead:  Phillips  y.  Stanch,  20  Mich.  383; 
or  to  subeeqnent  purchasers  from  the  same  yendor:  Curran  v. 
Ilolyokey  116  Mass.  90;  and  see  Pomeroy  on  Specific  Perform- 
ance, sec.  181.  The  coart  will  not  make  itself  an  instrument 
to  carry  out  the  fraud,  whether  the  person  to  be  injiured  be  a 
party  to  the  contract  or  not.  It  will  not  assist  the  plaintiff  to 
get  the  benefit  of  the  intervener's  labor  and  improvements 
upon  the  tract  in  controversy. 

2.  But  we  do  not  think  that  in  order  to  defeat  a  suit  for  the 
specific  performance  of  a  contract  to  convey  land,  upon  the 
ground  of  fraud,  the  fraud  must  be  productive  of  damage, 
either  to  the  vendor  or  to  third  persons.  If  the  misrepresenta- 
tion was  intentional,  and  made  for  the  purpose  of  deceiving 
the  vendor,  and  the  vendor  relies  upon  it,  and  was  deceived 
by  it,  and  would  not  have  entered  into  the  contract  but  for 
the  fact  that  he  was  so  deceiyed,  then  we  think  a  court  of 
equity  will  not  enforce  the  contract,  whether  it  be  accom- 
panied by  damage  or  not.  So  far  as  this  kind  of  suit  is  con- 
cerned, such  a  misrepresentation  is  material,  although  not 
accompanied  by  damage. 

The  counsel  for  the  appellant  cite  in  this  connection  the 
case  of  Morrison  y.  Lods,  89  Cal.  886,  as  affirming  the  contrary 
doctrine.  The  report  of  that  case  is  somewhat  obscure.  It 
does  not  show  what  the  representation  was,  nor  whether  it  was 
intentionally  false  or  a  mere  innocent  misrepresentation.  But 
if  the  court  meant  to  decide  that  a  court  of  equity  will  enforce 
a  contract  obtained  solely  through  a  false  and  fraudulent 
representation,  then  we  think  the  decision  is  in  violation  of 
established  principles.  It  is  perfectly  true,  as  stated  in  the 
opinion,  that  an  action  at  law  cannot  be  maintained  for  fraud 
unless  accompanied  by  damage.  It  is  also  true,  as  stated  in 
the  opinion,  that  a  court  of  equity  will  not  set  aside  a  contract 
obtained  through  fraud  unless  it  be  productive  of  injury: 
1  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  sec.  208.  But  it  is  not  true  that  this  applies 
to  suits  for  specific  performance.  It  is  well  settled  that  a  court 
of  equity  may  refuse  specific  performance  of  a  contract  which 
it  would  not  set  aside:  Mortloci  v.  BuUer,  10  Vcs.  808;  Cadman 
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T.  Hefner^  18  Id.  11;  Seffmour  t.  Ddancy^  6  Johns.  Ch.  222; 
Jaehson  y.  ^hfon,  11  Pet  248;  Barhadale  y.  Payne,  Biley,  178; 
Friaby  y.  Bdllance,  4  Scam.  299;  Clement  y.  Rtid,  17  Miss.  542, 
543;  Taylor  y.  MerriU,  55  HI  61;  Hilliard  on  Vendon,  445; 
Fry  on  Specific  Performance,  Am.  ed.,  p.  *192y  sec:  427. 

Although  the  court  will  refuse  to  destroy  the  contract,  it 
will  not  further  in  any  way  the  fraudulent  design.  In  Bach 
cases,  by  an  application  of  the  maxim  that  he  who  comes  into 
equity  must  come  with  clean  hands,  the  court  is  enabled  to 
giye  greater  efiect  to  the  principles  of  morality  than  can  be 
done  in  ordinary  cases.  The  leading  text-writers  are  agreed 
in  this  yiew.  Chancellor  Kent,  after  stating  the  general  rule 
that  fraud  must  be  accompanied  by  damage,  and  that  ''there 
are  many  duties  that  belong  to  the  class  of  imperfect  obliga- 
tions, which  are  binding  in  conscience,  but  which  human  laws 
do  not  and  cannot  undertake  directly  to  enforce,"  goes  on  to 
say:  '^  But  where  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  is  sought  to  carry 
into  execution  such  a  contract,  then  the  principles  of  ethics 
haye  a  more  extensiye  sway":  2  Kent's  Ck>m.  490.  This  state- 
ment is  adopted  by  Story:  1  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  sec.  206.  So 
Eerr,  in  his  work  on  fraud  and  mistake,  says:  "  Where  the 
aid  of  a  court  of  equity  is  sought  by  way  of  specific  perform- 
ance of  a  contract,  the  principles  of  ethics  haye  a  more  exten- 
sive sway  than  where  a  contract  is  sought  to  be  rescinded. 
....  Where  a  party  calls  for  specific  performance,  he  must, 
as  to  every  part  of  the  transaction,  be  free  from  eyery  impu- 
tation of  fraud  or  deceit,"  and  "  must  show  that  his  conduct 
has  been  clear,  honorable,  and  fair":  Kerr  on  Fraud  and 
Mistake,  Am.  ed.,  357,  358.  So  Hoyenden  says:  "Specific 
performance  of  an  agreement  is  neyer  compelled  unless  the 
case  is  clear  of  the  imputation  of  any  deception;  the  conduct 
of  the  party  seeking  it  must  be  free  from  all  blame":  2  Ho- 
yenden on  Fraud,  p.  4;  see  also  Fry  on  Specific  Performance, 
Am.  ed.,  *204.  This  rule  is  embodied  in  section  3391  of  the 
Ciyil  Code,  which  proyides  that  "  Specific  performance  cannot 
be  enforced  against  a  party  to  a  contract.  ....  3.  If  his  assent 
was  obtained  by  the  misrepresentation,  concealment,  circum- 
yention,  or  unfair  practices  of  any  party  to  whom  performance 
would  become  due,"  etc. 

And  it  is  evident  that  such  must  be  the  rule.  To  say  other- 
wise is  to  place  suits  for  specific  performance  on  the  same  leyel 
with  actions  at  law,  which  is  contrary  to  all  the  authorities. 
H  therefore,  the  case.of  Morrison  y.  Lodsy  supra,  is  to  be  con- 
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stroed  as  affirming  any  such  doctrinei  it  does  not  atata  the  bw 
correctly.  The  case  of  Board  qf  Commissioners  v.  Younger^  29 
Cal.  172,  was  a  suit  to  set  aside  a  contract,  and  not  for  specifio 

perfonoQance. 

In  the  present  ca^e  the  false  and  firandulent  representation 
of  plaintiff  was  the  inducing  cause  of  the  oontraot  This 
is  apparent  from  the  fact  that  as  soon  as  the  company  dis- 
covered the  fraud  which  had  been  practiced  upon  it,  it  repu- 
diated the  contract.  And  it  is  expressly  found  that  "the 
land  agent,  but  for  such  deception,  would  not  have  awarded 
said  aotrth  half  of  northeast  quarter  to  said  Kelly,  but  would 
haye  awarded  it  to  said  Cole." 

This  state  of  facts  well  illustrates  the  wisdom  of  the  doc- 
trine which  does  not  insist  upon  measuring  everything  by  the 
standard  of  damage,  but  so  far  as  can  be  done,  allows  parties 
to  determine  what  is  for  their  own  interests,  and  to  contract 
or  refuse  to  contract  accordingly.  It  is  evident  from  the  cir- 
culars contained  in  the  record  that  it  was  the  policy  of  the 
company  to  encourage  the  settlement  of  its  vast  tracts  of  un- 
occupied land.  To  carry  out  this  policy,  it  offered  special 
inducements  to  settlers.  It  ought  to  be  allowed  to  fulfill  its 
promises  to  those  who  have  relied  upon  its  good  faith.  It  is 
not  for  one  who  falsely  pretends  to  be  entitled  to  the  benefit 
of  those  promises  to  say  that  it  is  all  the  same  to  the  company 
because  he  pays  the  same  price  as  the  other  would.  The  case 
is  one  where  the  vendor  has  special  motives  for  selling  to  one 
person  at  a  price  which  it  would  ]K>t  acoept  from  another:  See 
dietwn  of  Lord  Eldon  in  Bownett  v.  Sadler^  14  Ves.  628. 

It  may  be  conceded  in  favor  of  appellant  that  the  company 
did  not  take  the  prc^r  course  to  rescind  its  contract  with  the 
plaintiff.  Be  that  as  it  may,  he  cannot,  for  the  reasons  stated, 
have  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  to  carry  it  out  His  case 
against  the  company,  therefore,  fails.  And  this  being  so,  he 
cannot  inquire  into  the  correctness  of  the  decree  directing  the 
company  to  convey  to  the  intervenor.  For  if  he  is  not  entitled 
to  the  specific  thing,  it  is  of  no  consequence  to  him  what  be- 
comes of  it,  and  he  cannot  concern  himself  with  that  ques- 
tion. We  do  not  regard  the  case  of  Taylor  v.  C.  P.  B.  B. 
Co.,  67  Cal.  615,  as  conflicting  in  any  degree  with  the  above 
positions. 

We  therefore  advise  that,  upon  the  appeal  of  the  plaintiff, 
the  judgment  be  afl^rmed. 


476  National  Bank  etc.  v.  Hebold.  [CaL 

The  CoUBT.  For  the  reasons  given  in  the  foregoing  opinion, 
in  the  appeal  of  the  plaintiff,  the  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Oovm  WILL  Rkfusi  to  Spbcihoallt  Enioboi  Ckumucr  whidi  m 
frandvlmit^  or  is  illegal,  hard,  or  unooMcionaMo;  8wkU  ▼.  Carr,  2  Am.  St 
Rep.  44^  and  note;  VeikT.  OitHK^^o.9!. 
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Wakrabt  oh  Stati  TaiASUBT  Patasu  to  a  6;  or  Okoeb,  xa  transfer- 
able so  far  aa  to  authorize  the  holder  to  demand  payment,  and  to  main- 
tain in  his  own  name  an  action  thereon. 

AssiOHiUNT  AHD  DsuYiST  OF  Wabraivt  ON  Statb  Tbbasubt  IS,  in  equity, 
an  assignment  of  the  debt  and  an  anthori^  to  the  aasignee  to  reoeivB 
the  money. 

Statb  Tbiasubib  ifusr  Pat  Wabbamt  Bjuulablt  Dbawk  ov  Hu, 
without  stopping  to  inquire  whether  the  persons  on  account  of  whose 
daims  the  warrant  was  drawn  haye  been  paid  or  not. 

PBBBUMRioir  THAT  OmoBB  BAB  DoNB  HIS  DuTT  applies  in  favor  of  a  war- 
rant issued  on  the  state  treasury,  and  if  the  warrant  waa  improperly 
issued,  that  iMoi  must  be  shown  in  order  to  oreroome  suoh  presumption. 

Attorney-general  Chorge  A.  Johneon^  for  the  appellant. 
Beaity^  Deneen^  and  Oatman^  for  the  respondent. 

Patebson,  J.  This  is  a  special  proceeding  to  compel  the 
defendant,  the  state  treasmrer,  by  mandate  to  pay  a  certain 
warrant  issued  by  the  state  controller.  The  warrant  was  first 
presented  for  payment  to  Hon.  D.  J.  Onllahan,  who  was  at 
that  time  the  treasurer,  and  upon  his  refusal  to  cash  the  same 
this  proceeding  was  commenced.  Judgment  went  for  peti« 
tioner  in  the  court  below,  Oullahan  appealed,  and  his  succes- 
sor, Herold,  has  been  substituted  as  defendant  herein. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  warrant: — 

"controlleb's  warrant. 
*<  $1,213.  Sacramento,  Gal.,  April  10, 1886. 

''The  treasurer  of  state  will  pay  out  of  the  general  fond,  to 
the  order  of  J.  W.  McCarthy,  $1,213. 
''Kind  of  service,  sundries. 
"Liability  accrued  March  8, 1885. 

(Seal)  "John  P.  Dunn,  Controlkr. 

"No.  8,706- 
"No.  2,00L 
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"Indorsed: — 

''Payable  out  of  the  appropriation  for  expenses  of  the  sa- 
preme  court,  under  section  47,  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  thirty* 
Bizth  fiscal  year. 
"Indorsed: — 
"  Pay  to  I.  W.  Hellman,  or  order. 

"J.  W.  McCarthy. 
"Isaiah  W.  Hellmak." 

Appellant  claims  that  he  was  justified  in  his  refusal  to  pay 
the  warrant:  1.  Because  it  was  not  issued  to  McCarthy,  clerk 
of  the  supreme  court,  but  to  J.  W.  McCarthy,  individually; 
2.  Because  such  warrants  are  not  negotiable,  and  they  cannot 
be  assigned,  at  least  not  without  an  assignment  of  the  indebt- 
edness; 8.  It  is  not  shown  that  the  parties  with  whom  the 
clerk  contracted,  and  to  whom  the  several  amounts  of  the 
account  were  due,  have  been  paid. 

1.  It  is  expressly  stated  in  the  answer  that  "said  warrant 
No.  8,706  was  drawn  in  favor  of  and  delivered  to  J.  W.  Mc- 
Carthy, clerk  of  the  supreme  court."  The  omission  of  the 
controller,  therefore,  to  describe  the  official  character  of  Mc- 
Carthy in  the  warrant  is  not  material.  The  warrant  shows 
that  it  was  issued  under  section  47,  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
which  authorizes  the  issuance  of  warrants  to  no  one  except 
the  clerk.  It  was  a  matter  of  record  that  the  account  upon 
which  the  warrant  was  issued  had  been  duly  certified  to  be 
correct,  and  that  thereafter  the  amount  claimed  had  been  au- 
dited, allowed,  and  approved  by  the  board  of  examiners.  The 
treasurer  knew,  as  matter  of  fact,  that  the  McCarthy  named 
in  the  warrant  was  the  clerk  of  the  supreme  court,  knew  his 
signature,  and  unquestionably  would  have  paid  the  warrant  if 
presented  by  McCarthy  himself. 

2*  Appellant  cites  a  large  number  of  authorities  in  support 
of  his  proposition  that  warrants  like  the  one  above  set  forth 
ore  not  negotiable,  and  that  a  purchaser  gains  no  greater 
rights  than  the  payee  of  the  warrant  had.  This  may  be  ad- 
mitted, but  what  boots  it?  In  the  leading  case  cited  by  appel- 
lant, Mr.  Justice  Field  says:  "The  warrants  being  negotiable 
iu  form  are  transferable  by  delivery,  so  far  as  to  authorize  the 
bolder  to  demand  payment  of  them,  and  to  maintain  in  his 
own  name  an  action  upon  them.  But  they  are  not  negotiable 
^troments  in  the  sense  of  the  law  merchant,  so  that  when 
held  by  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  evidence  of  their  invalidity  or 
defenses  available  against  the  original  payee  would  be  ex- 
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eluded.  The  transferee  takes  them  subject  to  all  legal  and 
equitable  defenses  which  existed  to  them  in  the  hand  of  such 
payee":  Wall  v.  Cwnty  of  Monroe,  103  U.  S.  77. 

In  Martin  v.  San  Francisco^  16  Cal.  285,  it  Was  held,  it  is 
true,  that  even  where  there  was  a  regular  assignment  of  such 
a  warrant  by  the  person  to  whom  it  was  issued,  the  assignee 
could  not  maintain  an  action  upon  it  without  an  assignment 
of  the  original  indebtedness;  but  it  has  since  been  said,  that  an 
indorsement  and  delivery  of  the  warrant  would  be  in  equity 
the  assignment  of  the  debt,  and  an  authority  to  the  assigned 
to  receive  the  money:  Dana  y.  San  Frane%$C0y  19  Id.  491;  Peo- 
file  V.  Oray,  23  Id.  127. 

The  answer  of  defendant  alleges  two  grounds  of  defense: 

1.  That  the  warrant  was  issued  without  authority  of  law; 

2.  That  it  could  not  be  transferred  by  indorsement.  In  what 
respect  it  is  claimed  to  be  without  authority  of  law,  we  have 
not  been  informed.  In  his  brief  appellant  makes  the  follow* 
ing  fair  statement  of  the  case,  which  we  think  is  a  complete 
answer  to  his  first  ground  of  defense. 

''  It  appears  fh>m  the  petition  that  said  warrant  was  issued 
to  the  said  J.  W.  McCarthy  under  the  authority  of  section  47, 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  Consequently  the  amount  called  for 
was  to  have  been  disbursed  by  him  as  provided  for  in  said  sec- 
tion. It  also  appears  that  up  to  the  time  of  drawing  the  war- 
rant the  provisions  of  said  section  had  been  complied  with,  and 
that  the  bill  was  approved  for  the  full  amount  by  the  board  of 
examiners.  At  the  time  the  warrant  was  issued,  and  at  the 
time  it  was  presented  for  payment,  there  was  an  appropriation, 
as  provided  in  section  47,  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  and  said 
appropriation  was  unexhausted. 

''After  the  issuance  of  the  warrant,  said  McCarthy  sold  the 
warrant  to  I.  W.  Hellman  for  a  valuable  consideration,  and 
indorsed  on  the  back  of  the  warrant  the  following:  ^  Pay  to  I. 
W.  Hellman  or  order.    J.  W.  McCarthy.' 

"  Said  Hellman  afterwards  sold  the  warrant  to  the  plaintiff, 
and-indorsed  the  same  in  blank,  as  follows:  ^Isaiah  W.  Hell- 
man.' The  court  finds  that  both  said  Hellman  and  the  plain- 
tiff purchased  said  warrant  in  good  faith  and  for  value." 

8.  It  does  not  concern  the  treasurer  whether  the  parties  to 
whom  the  several  amounts  allowed  in  the  clerk's  account  have 
been  actually  paid.  If  the  clerk  had  presented  the  warrant  in 
person  to  the  treasurer  for  payment,  the  latter  would  not  haVe 
troubled  himself  with  such  inquiry,  and  we  see  no  reason  for 
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each  an  inquiry  now.  None  of  the  creditors  of  the  clerk  rai- 
der this  warrant  complain,  and  the  treasurer  can  scarcely  be 
expected  to  constitute  Jiimself  their  guardian. 

If  it  be  conceded  that  the  fact  of  non-payment  by  the  clerk, 
if  shown,  would  be  a  defense  to  this  proceeding,  it  is  sufficient 
to  say  that  in  this  case  prima  facie  the  warrant  is  good,  the 
presumption  being  that  the  officer  has  done  his  duty;  and  if 
there  are  any  creditors  remaining  unpaid,  it  devolved  upon 
the  defendant  herein  to  prove  the  fact.  No  attempt  was  made 
to  plead  or  prove  it. 

Judgment  affirmed.  

PUsoKmov  IB,  THAT  PuBLio  OvncBBS  have  proporiy  perfonDed  oflloiAl 
^iiM:  JhOme  t.  V<m,  02  Am.  Deo.  62S. 


BiOB  V.  Whitmobb. 
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ViuB  Imjum  UAt  as  Mabb  ov  Lakd  thsk  a  PosbsmiOw  of  LmaotL'n 
^■HAHT,  uader  an  iiiiexi»red  leue;  and  the  lenor  is  aiMwenUe  in  dam- 
ages  to  bis  lessee  if  he  fails  to  dispoaiess  snob  tenant  after  the  ezpifation 
of  the  first  lease,  and  to  deliver  possession  porsoant  to  the  terms  of  the 
first  lease. 

^^KAsuKs  or  Damaosb  Reoovirabls  bt  a  liBBsn  AGAnnrr  ma  Lnsoa  loa 
VOT  PDTrnfo  Hm  nnx>  Possssstoir  is  the  ralne  of  what  the  lessee  might 
have  made  by  the  nse  of  the  leased  property  during  the  term  of  the 


Action  to  recover  damages  for  not  putting  plaintiff  in  pos- 
BOBsion  of  a  farm,  pursuant  to  a  contract  of  leasing.  One  of 
^  instructions  given  for  plaintiff  was  to  the  effect  that  if  he 
Was  entitled  to  recover  at  all  "  he  could  recover  all  he  could 
have  made  on  the  ranch  during  the  year;  that  is,  he  is  en- 
titled  to  the  value  of  the  crop  that  might  have  been  raised 
^  the  ranch  during  that  year  by  an  average  farmer,  less 
^  cost  of  raising,  cutting,  harvesting,  etc.,  the  same,  and 
the  amount  raised,  its  cost  of  raising,  etc.,  its  value,  you 
^ust  ascertain  from  the  evidence  in  the  case.  In  determining 
^^  amount  of  damages  to  be  awarded  plaintiff,  if  you  find  in 
'^B  favor,  the  jury  should  take  into  consideration  all  the  facts 
&ud  circumstances  proven  in  the  case;  and  if  you  find  that 
plaintiff  had  the  stock  and  utensils,  etc.,  to  work  and  cultivate 
tbe  ranch,  or  any  portion  of  it,  without  hiring  it  done,  that  fact 
jrou  have  a  right  to  take  into  cousideratiou;  and  taking  all  the 
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facta  into  considerationy  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  an 
amonlit  equal  to  what  he  would  have  made  had  the  contract 
been  carried  out"  The  jury  found  a  \ierdict  for  the  plaintiff. 
Defendant  moved  for  a  new  trial;  and  from  the  judgment 
against  him  and  the  order  denying  him  a  new  trial,  he  ap- 
pealed. 

W.  L.  Dudley f  for  the  appellant. 

W.  E.  Turner^  and  Freeman^  BateSj  and  Rankin^  for  the  re- 
spondent 

Belcher,  C.  G.    This  is  an  action  to  recover  damages  for 
an  alleged  breach  of  contract 

As  stated  in  the  complaint,  the  contract  was  made  by  ihe 
parties  in  September,  1883,  and  was  for  the  lease  of  a  certain 
ranch  in  Stanislaus  County,  containing  about  960  acres  of 
land.    It  is  alleged  that  the  defendant  agreed  to  and  with  the 
plaintiff  that  he  ''  would  rent,  lease,  and  farm-let  to  plaintiff" 
the  ranch  for  the  term  of  one  year  from  September,  1883,  and 
would  forthwith  put  plaintiff  into  possession  thereof,  and 
would  accept  as  rental  therefor  one  fourth  of  all  grain  raised 
on  the  premises  during  the  ensuing  year,  to  be  delivered  to 
defendant  by  plaintiff  at  a  certain  warehouse  in  Ceres.    It  is 
further  alleged  that  plaintiff  then  and  there  agreed  to  accept, 
lease,  rent,  and  hire  said  ranch  from  the  defendant,  and  to 
occupy  and  farm  the  same  on  the  terms  and  conditions  afore- 
said; and  that  the  contract  then  and  there  became  mutual 
between  the  parties.    It  is  then  stated  that  plaintiff  owned  all 
necessary  teams  and  outfit  to  cultivate  and  farm  the  ranch, 
and  that  he  at  once  commenced  to  make  preparations  to  en- 
ter upon  the  same;  but  defendant  neglected  and  refused  to 
put  him  in  possession  thereof,  and  on  or  about  the  3l8t  of 
October,  1883,  informed  him  that  be  would  not  carry  out  the 
terms  of  the  agreement  in  any  particular;  and  that  he  would 
not  lease,  let,  or  rent  the  ranch,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  him; 
and  that  by  reason  of  such  neglect  and  refusal  plaintiff 
sustained  damages  in  the  sum  of  two  thousand  five  hundred 
dollars. 

The  answer  denies  that  defendant  made  any  contract  to 
lease  the  ranch  to  plaintiff,  as  stated  in  the  complaint;  and 
alleges  that  at  the  time  of  the  supposed  agreement  one  Hane- 
com  was  in  possession  of  the  land  as  a  tenant  of  defendant, 
which  fact  was  well  known  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  only  agree- 
ment made  was  to  the  effect  that  defendant  would  lease  to 


laiu  1888.]  RtCB  v.  Whitiio&b.  481 


fy  provided  he  succeeded  in  obtaining  posBesBion  of  the 
land  from  HanBcom.  It  is  further  alleged  that  at  a  subsequent 
time  both  plaintiff  and  defendant  became  satisfied  that  Hans*^ 
com  could  not  be  disjxMSsessed  in  time  to  rent  the  land  for  the- 
ensuing  year,  and  thereupon  all  negotiations  for  leasing  it  were* 
abandoned  by  consent  of  the  parties,  and  no  lease  was  made- 
or  entered  into  by  or  between  them. 

The  case  was  tried  by  a  jury,  and  the  verdict  and  judgment 
were  in  favor  of  plaintiff.  The  defendant  then  moved  for  & 
new  trial,  and  hid  motion  being  denied,  has  brought  the  das^ 
here  on  api)eal  from  the  judgment  and  order. 

1.  It  is  now  insisted  for  appellant  that  the  evidence  did  not 
justify  the  verdict,  and  a  new  trial  should  have  been  granted 
for  that  reason.  We  have  carefully  read  over  all  the  evidence 
set  out  in  the  transcript,  and  are  of  the  opinion  that  it  did 
justify  the  jury  in  finding  that  the  agreement  constituted  a 
present  lease,  and  was  not  simply  an  agreement  to  make  a  lease 
when  Hanscom  should  be  dispossessed. 

2.  But  if  this  be  so,  it  is  further  claimed  that  the  agreement 
was  void,  and  damages  could  not  be  recovered  for  its  breach, 
because  the  defendant  was  out  of  possession  of  the  premises, 
and  the  plaintiff  knew  that  fiEict,  and  also  knew  that  Hanscom 
would  not  give  up  possession  without  a  lawsuit 

There  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  land  was  held  adversely 
by  Hanscom;  on  the  contrary,  he  appears  to  have  rented  it 
by  the  year  some  ten  years  before,  and  to  have  held  it  along 
from  year  to  year  under  his  original  lease.  But  however  this 
may  be,  the  rule  invoked  is  the  rule  of  the  common  law,  un< 
der  which  property  in  the  adverse  possession  of  another  could 
not  be  transferred.  That  rule  has  been  changed  here.  Under 
our  code,  property  of  every  kind,  except  a  mere  possibility  not 
coupled  with  an  interest,  may  be  transferred:  Civ.  Code,  sees. 
1044,  1045.  "A  right  of  re-entry  or  of  repossession  for  breach 
of  condition  subsequent  can  be  transferred  ":  Id.,  sec.  1046. 
''Any  person  claiming  title  to  real  property  in  the  adverse 
possession  of  another  may  transfer  it  with  the  same  effect  as 
if  in  actual  possession ":  Id.,  sec.  1047.  Surely  it  cannot, 
then,  be  said  here  that  a  land-owner  cannot  make  a  valid  lease 
of  his  land  until  all  former  leases  have  expired,  and  the  ten- 
ants have  surrendered  back  to  him  the  possession. 

3.  The  court  instructed  the  jury,  at  the  request  of  the  plain- 
tiff,  that  if  Whitmore,  in  September,  1888,  offered  to  rent  the 
ranch  to  Rice  upon  certain  terms,  and  Rice  accepted  such 
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• 
terms,  and  Whitmore  agreed  to  put  Rice  in  poBseesion  of  the 
ranch  on  or  before  the  let  of  October,  1883,  then  a  valid  con- 
tract was  duly  entered  into  between  the  parties,  the  terms  of 
which  both  parties  were  bound  to  perform;  and  if  either  party 
refused  or  failed  to  substantially  carry  out  the  terms  of  the 
contract,  such  party  is,  in  law,  liable  to  the  other  in  damages 
for  a  breach  of  the  contract. 

This  iDstruction  is  said  to  have  been  erroneous,  for  the  rea- 
son that  one  of  the  defenses  to  the  action  was,  that  plaintiff 
and  defendant  became  satisfied  that  Hanscom  could  not  be 
dispossessed  in  time  to  put  in  a  crop,  and  therefore  all  n^^ 
tiations  for  leasing  were  off  and  abandoned  by  consent  of  the 
parties,  that  this  defense  was  a  question  of  fact  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  jury,  and  was  wholly  ignored  by  the  instruction. 

The  answer  is,  that  the  court  had  already  charged  the  jury, 
as  one  of  the  necessary  elements  of  plaintiff's  case,  that  it 
must  be  shown  that  "defendant  refused  or  neglected  to  carry 
out  the  terms  of  the  agreement  against  the  will  of  plaintiff*' ; 
and  if  defendant  desired  any  further  or  more  explicit  instruc- 
tion in  reference  to  the  abandonment  of  the  negotiations  for  a 
lease,  he  should  have  asked  for  such  an  instruction.  Not 
having  done  so,  he  cannot  now  be  heard  to  complain  that  it 
was  not  given. 

4.  It  is  also  claimed  for  the  appellant  that  the  instructions 
upon  the  question  of  damages  were  conflicting,  and  therefore 
erroneous.  We  are  unable  to  see  any  necessary  conflict  in 
these  instructions.  They  seem  to  us  to  have  stated  the  law 
to  the  jury  quite  fully  and  fairly,  and  without  any  substantial 
error. 

We  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  judgment  and  order  should 
be  affirmed. 

The  Court.  For  the  reasons  given  in  the  foregoing  opin- 
ion, the  judgment  and  order  are  affirmed. 
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Ghioaqo  and  Alton  B.  R  Go.  v.  Pillsbubt. 

[12S  Iixiiroiiy  9l] 

Ivwraxjcaov  that  Dutt  ov  Common  Caseor  to  m  PAflstvosBa  Rb* 
QUiRXD  it  "  to  exerdfla  the  ntmoet  care,  skill*  and  rigilaiioo  to  outj 
plaintiff  safely,  and  to  protect  him  against  any  and  all  danger,  from 
whaterer  sonroe  arising,  so  far  as  the  same  ooold,  by  the  ezoroiae  ol 
taeh  a  degree  of  care  and  vigilance,  hare  been  reasonably  seen  and  pre- 
vented," was  held  to  state  the  law  with  sufficient  aeonraoy,  nnder  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  on  trial 

Oa«RIKR  oT  PASSnOXRS  IB  NOT  AN    InSURXR  07  THSIB  AxSOLim  SaVSTT. 

Its  liability  is  limited  by  care  and  diligwioe. 
DiORu  or  Cabs  Which  Common  Cabuxb  ov  PAmNom  must  Obssbtb 

VOR  THEIR  SaFRTT  18  A  QUESTION  OE  LaW. 

Carrier  ov  Passbkoirs  must  Exercise  the  HiGHan*  RBAflONABLB  and 
Practicable  Skill,  Care,  and  Dilioence  in  selecting  suitable 
tnaehinery  and  cars,  in  keeping  its  road  in  a  fit  and  proper  condition, 
both  as  to  manner  of  construction  and  materials  used,  in  using  all  appli- 
anoes  adopted  for  the  government  of  moving  trains,  and  in  employing 
and  retaining  competent  and  faithful  servants. 

CaRRIKB  ov  PAflSBNGEBS  IN  GUARDING  ThEM  VBOM  DaNGBRS  NOT  INCI- 
DENT TO  Ordinary  Travel  is  not  required  to  exhibit  as  high  a  degree 
of  care  and  skill  as  in  protecting  them  from  other  dangers.  The  carrier 
must,  however,  omit  no  care  to  diMover  and  prevent  danger  to  its  pas- 
sengers that  is  reasonable  and  practicable. 

Dbgreb  ov  Care  Which  Carrier  ov  Passengers  must  Employ  in  Dis- 
covering AND  Preventing  Danger  not  Incident  to  Ordinary 
Travbl  varies  with  the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case.  In 
many  cases>  if  he  observes  such  ordinary  care  and  diligence  as  a  prudent 
man  would  for  his  personal  safety,  this  will  exonerate  him  from  lia- 
bility. In  other  cases,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  carrier  to  exercise  the  utmost 
tare,  skill,  and  diligence  to  protect  his  passengers  from  danger  and 
injury,  so  far  as  the  same,  by  the  exercise  of  such  care,  sk^  and 
diUgsDoe^  ooold  have  been  reasonably  and  praoticably  focesesn  and 

sntMipaled  in  time  to  prevent  injury. 

«B8 
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Oammswbb  ov  PiaBiiraiBS  must  m  No  Cask  Ezposb  Them  to  Exiba- 
HASAmDOVB  Dahoibs  which  might  readily  be  diacorered  or  aatieipetad 
by  ill  re— Pliable,  pnetioiJ>le  oare  and  diligence. 

C^4**"^  or  TAmMMQEBB  D  Ahswxilablb  tor  iNjvBm  Infuctkd  sr  A 
Mob  oh  Omb  or  hib  PAflBBKOBBS*  when  each  mob  conrinted  of  striking 
workmen  enraged  against  non-nnion  men  employed  in  their  stead,  and 
the  existence  of  the  mob,  and  of  its  fierce,  lawless,  andvindictiTe  spirit* 
was  well  known;  and  the  train  was  stopped  at  a  place  where  it  was  not 
required  by  law  to  stop^  and  non-union  men  were  there  taken  into  one 
ol  the  cars,  wherein  a  passenger  was  subsequently  injured  during  aa 
attack  by  the  strikers  on  the  non-union  men  so  admitted  therein. 

Oabbibb  or  Pabbbhgbb  tb  Gsabgbablb  with  Nbouobhgb  it  Hb  Stops 
ED  Trazh  ahd  Pabbbngbbb,  di  thb  Midbt  or  ▲  HowuBo,  Rbvbbok- 
ruL,  Lawlbbb  Mob,  to  take  on  persons  whom  the  mob  are  neeking  an 
opportunity  to  maltreat. 

Mahbbb  or  CoHDucTZBa  Obal  ABauiiBBT  BEPOBB  A  Jubt  is  so  mQflh 
within  the  discretion  of  the  trial  court  that  the  appellate  oonrt  will  not 
reriew  its  action  unless  manifest  injustice  has  been  dona. 


AcnoN  by  Pillebury  to  recover  for  injuries  suffered  by  him 
labile  a  passenger  on  tbe  de£dndant's  train,  from  a  sbot  fired  by 
striking  workmen  during  an  attack  made  by  them  on  non* 
union  workmen  who  had  been  admitted  into  the  same  car 
with  plaintiff.  After  the  strike  began,  it  became  danger- 
ous for  the  employed  workmen  to  go  to  or  from  the  works 
vt  their  employers,  the  Joliet  Iron  and  Steel  Company,  and 
yarious  modes  of  transportation  were  pursued  for  a  time, 
and  then  abandoned.  Whatever  mode  was  employed,  it  was 
accessary  to  have  the  men  protected  by  a  large  police  force, 
^  they  entered  or  emerged  from  the  works;  and  on  some 
sessions  attacks  were  made  on  the  boat  or  cars  in  which  they 
were  transported.  On  June  1, 1882,  a  number  of  workmen 
^ere  sent  by  defendant's  train  in  the  morning  to  the  works; 
And  they  were  expected  to  return  in  the  evening  by  the  same 
means.  The  facilities  for  protecting  them  did  not  exist  at 
the  regular  station.  The  train  was  stopped  at  the  works.  A 
great  crowd  of  riotous  strikers  had  assembled,  and  their  de- 
meanor was  very  excited,  violent,  and  threatening.  Under 
the  protection  of  policemen  the  workmen  succeeded  in  passing 
from  the  works  and  into  one  of  the  passenger-cars  of  the 
train  without  receiving  any  serious  injury,  though  the  car  was 
tftoned,  and  the  glass  in  one  of  its  doors  broken.  About  a  mile 
and  a  half  from  the  works  was  the  Brighton  Park  railroad  cross- 
ing, at  which  point  tbe  train  was  stopped  as  required  by  law. 
A  number  of  the  strikers,  anticipating  this  contingency,  had 
itecreted  themselves  near  by,  unknown  to  defendant's  servants 
and  agents,  and  taking  advantage  of  the  stopping  of  the  train. 
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they  rushed  upon  the  car  containing  the  non-union  workmen, 
and  made  a  vicious  assault  upon  them  with  guns,  pistols,  and 
other  deadly  missiles.  During  the  assault  plaintiff  was  shot 
by  a  ball  intended  for  the  non-union  men.  Verdict  and  judg* 
ment  for  plaintiff.    Defendant  appealed* 

C  Beehffiihy  Oearge  S.  EwMj  and  A.  8.  Trude,  for  the 
appellant. 

Qarmey  and  Knox^  and  C  C.  Siravm^  for  the  appellee. 

ScoTTy  J.  Under  the  facts  as  they  must  have  been  found 
from  the  evidence  by  the  trial  and  appellate  courts,  it  is 
a  question  of  law  what  duty  defendant  owed  to  plaintiff  and 
other  passengers  on  the  train  at  the  time  the  injury  was  in* 
flicted  upon  plaintiff,  and  whether  any  liability  rested  upou 
defendant.  Upon  these  questions,  the  trial  court  instruct^ 
the  jury,  it  was  the  duty  of  defendant,  as  a  common  carrier  »f 
passengers,  '*  to  exercise  the  utmost  care,  skill,  and  vigilanco 
to  carry  plaintiff  safely,  and  to  protect  him  against  any  and 
all  danger,  from  whatever  source  arising,  so  far  as  the  samo 
could,  by  the  exercise  of  such  a  degree  of  care  and  vigilance, 
have  been  reasonably  foreseen  and  prevented."  It  is  said  this 
instruction  does  not  announce  the  law  with  entire  accuracy,--  • 
that  it  required  a  higher  degree  of  care  to  be  observed  by  d^ 
fendant  for  the  safe  carrying  of  a  passenger  than  the  law  in>  • 
poses, — and  in  that  respect  was  misleading. 

It  is  freely  conceded  there  is  a  marked  distinction  between 
the  liability  of  a  common  carrier  as  to  freights  and  passengen. 
As  to  freights,  the  carrier  is  an  insurer,  and  is  obligated  to 
carry  and  deliver  safely,  at  whatever  hazard,  and  frt>m  that 
obligation  it  can  only  be  relieved  by  "  the  act  of  God  "  or  the 
public  enemy.    But  the  carrier  is  not  an  insurer  of  the  abso* 
lute  safety  of  the  passenger  to  be  carried.    Its  liability  in  that 
respect  is  limited  by  care  and  diligence.    What  degree  of  care 
the  common  carrier  must  observe  for  the  safety  of  a  passenger 
on  its  train,  to  exonerate  it  from  liability  for  injury,  is  a  ques** 
tion  of  law.    The  rule  of  law  is  quite  well  understood,  that  as 
to  the  selection  of  suitable  machinery  and  cars,  the  fitness  of 
the  road,  both  as  to  manner  of  construction  and  materials 
^wed,  and  in  the  use  of  all  appliances  adopted  for  the  govern* 
ment  or  moving  of  trains,  and  as  to  the  selection  and  retention 
of  competent  and  faithful  servants,  the  carrier  of  passengers  is 
obligated  to  use  the  highest  reasonable  and  practicable  skill 
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care,  and  diligence.  This  principle  of  law  is  not  called  in  quea- 
tion,  but  the  argument  is  made,  that  in  guarding  the  paesen- 
gers  from  dangers  and  perils  not  incident  to  ordinary  railway 
trayely  the  carrier  is  only  to  be  held  to  the  use  of  ordinary  and 
reasonable  care  and  diligence.  The  distinction  taken  ia  not 
without  support,  both  in  reason  and  authority.  So  £ar  as  the 
machinery  and  cars  furnished  for  the  carriage  of  passengers^ 
the  fitness  of  the  road-bed,  and  the  competency  and  faithful- 
ness of  the  servants  employed,  and  in  the  use  of  the  best  known 
mechanical  appliances  to  insure  safety  are  concerned,  the  pas* 
senger  must  rely  solely  on  th^  carrier,  and  can  do  nothing  to 
insure  bis  personal  safety.  It  is  for  that  reason  the  carrier,  in 
this  respect,  is  obligated  to  the  highest  reasonable  and  practi- 
cable skill  and  diligence.  The  safety  of  passengers  requires 
the  strict  and  rigid  observance  of  this  rule  against  all  carriers, 
by  rail  or  otherwise;  but  as  to  dangers  and  perils  not  incident 
to  ordinary  perils  by  any  mode  of  travel,  the  rule  of  liability 
imposed  upon  the  carrier  of  passengers  by  law  is  less  stringent. 
The  carrier,  however,  must  omit  no  care  to  discover  and  pre- 
vent danger  to  a  passenger  or  passengers  that  is  reasonable 
and  practicable.  The  public  exigency  and  security  demand 
this  much  of  the  carrier  at  all  times  and  under  all  circum- 
stances. It  is  the  duty  of  carriers  by  rail  to  preserve  order  in 
their  carriages,  and  to  protect  passengers  from  all  dangers, 
from  whatever  source,  arising  on  their  trains,  whether  from  the 
dangerous  and  violent  conduct  of  other  passengers  or  other- 
wise. To  this  end,  all  conductors  in  this  state,  while  on  duty 
on  their  respective  trains,  are  invested  by  statute  with  police 
power.  With  regard  to  danger  and  hazard  to  travel  arising 
otherwise  than  on  the  train,  and  not  incidents  of  such  travel, 
the  degree  of  care  to  be  observed  to  discover  and  prevent  all 
danger  to  and  consequent  injuries  to  passengers  must  depend 
in  a  large  measure  on  the  attendant  circumstances.  No  doubt 
in  many  cases,  if  the  carrier  observes  ordinary  care  and  dili- 
gence to  discover  and  prevent  injury  to  passengers,  such  as 
any  prudent  person  would  do  for  his  own  personal  safety,  it 
will  be  exonerated  from  liability.  In  other  cases  and  under 
other  circumstances,  it  will,  no  doubt,  be  the  duty  of  the  car- 
rier to  exercise  the  utmost  care,  skill,  and  diligence  to  protect 
the  passengers  from  danger  and  injury,  so  far  as  the  same,  by 
the  exercise  of  such  care  and  skill  and  diligence,  could  have 
been  reasonably  and  practicably  foreseen  and  anticipated  in 
time  to  prevent  injury.    In  no  case  must  the  carrier  expose 
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the  paasenger  to  extrabazardoos  dangers  that  might  readily 
bediecovered  or  anticipated  hj  all  reasonable,  practicable  care 
and  diligence.    It  is  upon  this  latter  principle,  if  at  all,  that 
defendant  can  be  held  liable  for  the  personal  injuries  received 
by  plaintiff.     So  far  as  any  question  of  fact  is  involTed,  it  will 
be  presumed  it  was  found  against  defendant  by  the  trial  court. 
There  is  some  evidence  that  would  warrant  the  jury  in  find- 
ing defendant's  servants  were  fully  advised  it  was  a  danger- 
ous  service  to  take  off  and  put  on  the  non-union  workmen  at 
the  dock-gate.    It  must  have  been  found  they  knew  a  desper- 
ate and  wicked  mob,  consisting  of  great  numbers,  was  organ- 
ized there  to  prevent,  at  all  hazard,  whatever  the  consequences 
might  be,  the  taking  on  of  these  men,  and  that  it  could  only 
be  done  by  the  aid  of  a  powerful  and  efficient  police  force. 
Prior  to  the  time  the  plaintiff  was  injured,  the  box-cars  con- 
taining these  laborers  had  been  assailed,  and  it  might  reason- 
ably have  been  inferred  the  danger  to  passenger-cars  on  the 
same  account  was  imminent,  and  common  prudence  should 
have  induced  the  taking  of  extraordinary  precautionary  meas- 
ures.   It  could  have  been  readily  ascertained,  upon  the  slight- 
est inquiry,  the  fury  of  the  mob  had  in  no  degree  abated. 
Reasonably,  it  might  have  been  inferred  it  would  be  dangerous 
to  continue  to  take  and  put  off  the  laborers  in  the  midst  of 
that  lawless  assembly  of  rioters.    Even  ordinary  care  would 
have  discerned  the  danger.    Under  the  circumstances,  the  law 
would  charge  defendant  with  negligence  in  stopping  a  train 
filled  with  passengers,  in  the  midst  of  a  howling,  revengeful, 
lawless  mob,  to  take  on  persons  whom  the  mob  were  seeking 
an  opportunity  to  maltreat.    The  defendant  was  under  no 
legal  obligation  to  stop  its  train  at  the  point  in  question,  as  it 
was  not  a  station  designated  for  that  purpose.    To  do  so  was 
ik  needless  and  unwarrantable  exposure  of  the  lives  and  per- 
sons of  passengers  to  imminent  peril.    This  train,  filled  as  it 
was  with  men,  women,  and  children,  as  it  may  be  presumed 
it  was,  stopped  at  a  point  not  a  station,  in  the  midst  of  a  fierce 
^ob,  and  the  objects  of  its  vengeance  taken  into  the  same  car 
with  passengers.    This  was  unwise  and  hazardous  in  the  ex- 
treme, to  say  the  least  of  it.    At  all  events,  the  offensive  per- 
sons should  have  been  placed  in  a  car  to  themselves,  where 
they  could  have  been  protected  or  could  have  protected  them- 
Klves,  without  danger  to  regular  passengers  who  had  not 
pi^viously  been  advised  as  to  the  danger  to  be  encountered. 
Some  of  the  passengers,  it  seems,  were  advised  by  the  conduc- 
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tor  it  would  be  dangerous  to  remain  in  tbe  smoking-car,  wfaflva 
the  laborers  were  to  be  received;  but  plaintiff  was  not  so  ad* 
vised. 

It  is  said  none  of  the  o£5cers  had  any  knowledge  the  rioters 
intended  to  or  had  any  purpose  to  attack  defendant's  pasaen* 
ger  train  at  Brighton  Park  or  elsewhere,  or  at  that  or  at  any 
other  time.    That  is  no  doubt  true.    Had  the  officers  of  the 
road  been  informed  the  rioters  purposed  an  attack  on  the  pas- 
ecDger  train  of  defendant,  at  Brighton  Park  or  elsewhere,  it 
would  have  been  criminal  negligence  to  have  exposed  the  pas^ 
scngers  to  such  peril  without  a  sufficient  police  protection,  and 
which  would  have  been  inexcusable  for  any  reason  or  npop 
any  ground.    No  such  negligence  can  be  imputed  to  defoid 
ant  under  the  facts  of  this  case.    But  defendant  ought  rea 
son  ably  to  have  anticipated  the  mob  might  attack  its  train  t^ 
reach  the  object  of  their  vengeance,  so  soon  as  it  had  passed 
from  the  protection  of  the  police,  and  precautionary  measnrea 
should  have  been  taken.    Such  a  thing  was  likely  to  occur  at 
any  near  distance  from  the  central  point  of  the  disturbance. 
A  like  attack  had  been  made  prior  to  that  time,  two  miles 
distant,  upon  the  laborers  that  had  been  carried  in  the  box- 
car.    On  this  occasion  the  mob  seems  to  have  been  more  vio- 
lent than  usual,  and  the  utmost  care  and  vigilance  should 
have  been  taken  to  prevent  the  injury  to  passengers.    The 
verdict  is  a  sufficient  warrant  for  the  conclusion  reasonable 
precautions  were  not  observed. 

Some  criticism  is  made  on  the  instruction  given,  in  the  use 
of  the  word  ''such,"  and  in  the  use  of  the  words  ''care,  skill, 
and  diligence,"  but  the  distinction  taken  in  this  respect  is  too 
subtile  to  be  warranted  by  any  fair  reading  of  the  instruction. 
After  a  most  careful  consideration,  it  is  thought  the  first  in- 
etruction  given  for  the  plaintiff,  of  which  complaint  is  made, 
states  the  law  applicable  to  the  facts  of  this  case  with  sufficient 
accuracy,  and  there  is  no  just  ground  for  complaint  on  that 
score.  It  might  be  that  in  another  case,  where  the  facts  are 
materially  different,  the  instruction  would  not  be  applicable, 
and  might  be  held  to  impose  a  degree  of  care  and  skill  not 
enjoined  by  the  law. 

What  is  said  of  the  first  instruction  is  sufficient  to  dispose 
of  the  objections  to  the  other  instructions,  and  they  need  not 
be  further  discussed.  It  may  be  conceded  the  fifth  instruction 
of  the  series  given  for  plaintiff  is  in  some  respects  slightly  in- 
accurate, but  not  seriously  so.    The  injury  suffered  by  plain- 
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tiff  is  so  serious  in  its  consequences  the  judgment  in  his  favor 
ought  not  to  be  reversed  for  any  mere  subtile  objection  to  an 
instructioii  not  warranted  by  the  substantial  justice  of  the 
case. 

Objectionfl  are  also  taken  to  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  give 
a  number  of  instructions  asked  by  defendant,  and  to  the  modi- 
fication of  others  by  the  court.  It  is  seen  the  instructions  for 
defendant  are  quite  numerous,  and  state  the  law  very  favor- 
ably to  the  defense  sought  to  be  made.  It  may  be  conceded, 
as  is  done,  that  some  of  the  instructions  refused  might  have 
been  with  propriety  given,  had  not  others  been  given  contair*- 
ing  substantially  the  same  proposition.  The  court  was  under 
no  duty  to  repeat  the  same  thing,  although  expressed  in  dif- 
ferent language  and  differently  formulated.  It  would  hav« 
aided  in  no  proper  way  the  defense  defendant  was  endeavor^ 
ing  to  make. 

It  is  assigned  for  error  the  court  permitted  counsel,  in  his 
closing  argument,  to  make  statements  of  facts  not  in  evidence, 
to  the  prejudice  of  defendant,  and  to  address  the  jurors  by 
name,  and  to  propound  questions  to  them,  and  receive  answers 
to  such  questions,  against  the  objection  of  defendant.  It  may 
be  counsel  indulged  in  intemperate  language  not  justified 
by  anything  in  the  case;  but  the  manner  of  conducting  the 
oral  argument  before  the  jury  is  so  much  within  the  discretion 
of  the  trial  court  that  this  court  will  hesitate  to  interfere,  unleen 
it  should  appear  manifest  injustice  was  done.  It  is  the  dutj 
of  the  trial  court  to  require  counsel  to  keep  always  within  tho 
bounds  of  propriety,  and  to  be  mindful  of  the  rights  of  other* 
who  are  not  permitted  in  that  presence  to  make  reply. 

The  judgment  of  the  appellate  court  will  be  affirmed. 

Maobudkb,  J.,  delivered  a  dissenting  opinion,  in  which  Mr.  Chief  Jastifta 
Sheldon  concurred.    This  opinion  was,  in  the  first  instance,  approved  by  a 
niajority  of  the  court;  but  on  rehearing  was  supplanted  by  the  opinion  of 
^r.  Justice  Scott.    The  dissenting  opinion  denied  that  the  taking  on  de- 
fendant's cars  of  the  non-union  workmen  was  an  act  of  negligence,  and  in- 
sisted that  it  was  a  duty  which  the  defendant  was  bound,  or  at  least  entitled, 
to  discharge.    There  existed  no  right  to  exclude  these  men  from  the  cars, 
^ey  did  not  belong  to  any  class  which  the  carrier  was  entitled  to  exclude. 
I^y  had  oonmiitted  no  wrong  whatever;  and  the  fact  that,  while  guilty  of 
no  unlawful  or  dishonorable  act,  they  had  incurred  the  hatred  and  were 
ukely  to  suffer  from  the  violence  of  lawless  and  wicked  men,  did  not  require 
the  defendant  to  refuse  to  receive  them  on  its  train,  and  thereby  abandon 
tliem  to  the  fury  of  the  mob.     With  respect  to  the  point  that  the  non-union 
^«u  were  taken  on  the  train  at  a  point  which  was  not  a  regular  station,  it 
^"^v  answered  by  saying  that  the  defendant  had  the  right  to  stop  there. 
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wh«tlier  obliged  to  do  lo  or  not;  that  hj  a  fecial  oontnei  to  wean  tiit 
Joliet  Iron  and  Stoel  Company  and  tha  defendant*  made  some  weeka  prior  to 
Jane  I,  1882,  the  latter  bad  agreed  to  etop  at  the  works  for  the  mea^  and 
had,  therefore,  become  obligated  to  do  eo;  and,  finally,  thai  tiio  delsadaat 
waa  not  required  to  curry  force  adequate  to  protect  ita  paaiengen  frommoh^ 
citing  Pitttftw^  efe.  R.  R,  t.  iTiiMfa^  91  Am.  Dec  2SSi;  ^ieiBioaa  t.  JITeie  JU- 
/ord  etc  Steamboai  Co.,  93  Id.  99. 

OomCON    CABBISE8   ABM   NOT   ImBUBXRS  OV  THB  BAWm  QW  VAaSMJfQWBa, 

bat  are,  nerertheleaa,  bound  to  nee  the  highest  degree  of  care  connstont  with 
the  mode  of  transportation:  8aw^er  v,  BmmSfal  dc  R*  R»  Co.,  90  Aol  Dec. 

F,  Co.,  97  Id.  402,  and  notes;  and  to  that  end  are  boond  to  nse  the  hj^^est 
reasonable  degree  of  care  in  the  selection  and  maintenance  of  cars  and  mate- 
rials,  and  in  maintaining  a  safe  roadway:  Cuiii§  ▼.  Rodktter  etc  R.  R,  Co., 
75  Id.  258,  and  note  thereto;  and  see  the  extended  note  to  ffegemcm  t.  Wat" 
em  R,  R.  Corp.^  64  Id.  521-528. 

Cknofoii  Gabbier  was  Hxld  hot  Liabui  iob  Ibjubt  Oahbed  bt  Mob 
roshing  upon  cars  and  attacking  passengen^  in  PiUtimrgh  etc  R.  R»  Ca,r. 
Bmda,  91  Am.  Dec.  224;  but  it  is  said  by  the  ooort  that  if  the  peraoos  man- 
aging the  train  coald  hare  prevented  the  injnxy  (as  they  mi^t  have  donie  in 
the  principal  case),  the  carrier  wonld  be  liaUe. 

AonoN  OV  Tbzal  Coubt  nr  Giyxro  OoHCLDinni  or  Aboumbht  to  one 
side  or  the  other  ia  not  reviewable  on  appeal:  Bhmm  t.  Bmrtmim^  2  Am.  81 
Rep.  526. 
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MvjBAm&B  Look  d  Obdibabilt  Limited  to  tbb  Ibtkbbbrt  of  the 

for  whom,  or  at  whose  instance,  the  materials  were  fonuahed  or  tht 
labor  performed. 

Meohanio's  Lien  pREVAiLa  oveb  That  ov  a  Vendor,  and  Attaches  to 
HIS  Title  where  he  has  not  conveyed  the  property,  if  the  contract  of 
sale  provided  that  the  vendee  should  go  on  and  build  upon  the  premiaei. 
The  only  reasonable  construction  of  this  provision  is  that  the  purchaser 
was  thereby  authorized  by  the  vendors  to  contract  for  the  erection  of  a 
building  on  lands  to  which  they  held  the  legal  title. 

James  R.  Mann,  for  the  appellants. 
Jame$  Leddy^  for  the  appellee. 

Craiq,  J.  This  was  a  petition  for  a  meohanio's  lien,  brought 
by  John  A.  Connelly  against  John  O.  Sharp,  Charles  U. 
Henderson,  and  Wilber  S.  Henderson.  On  the  hearing,  the 
superior  court  found  that  there  was  due  the  petitioner  |507| 
for  which  sum  he  was  entitled  to  a  lien  on  the  premises  as 
against  all  of  the  defendants,  and  a  decree  was  rendered 
requiring  the  defendants,  John  O.  Sharp,  Charles  M.  Hende^ 
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80ii|  and  WilbcT  S.  Henderson,  to  pay  petitioner  said  sum 
within  ninety  days,  and  in  case  the  defendants  should  make 
de&olt  in  the  payment  of  the  money,  the  master  in  chancery 
was  directed  to  seU  the  premises,  and  all  the  interest  thereini 
>f  John  O/ Sharp,  Charles  M.  and  Wilber  S.  Henderson.  The 
decree  also  directed  the  master  to  pay,  from  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale,  first,  the  costs  of  the  proceeding;  second,  the  debt  of 
petitioner,  and  pay  over  the  surplus  to  C.  M.  and  W.  S.  Hen« 
derson.  The  two  Hendersons  excepted  to  the  decree,  and  for 
the  purpose  of  reversing  it  appealed  to  the  appellate  court, 
where  the  decree  was  affirmed. 

It  18  first  claimed  ''that  no  case  was  made  by  the  pleadings 
to  justify  the  decree."  While  the  averments  of  the  petition 
in  regard  to  the  interest  of  the  Hendersons  in  the  premises 
involved  are  not  as  full  as  may  usually  be  found  in  a  petition 
of  this  character,  where  third  persons  claiming  an  interest  are 
made  parties  to  the  petition,  yet  there  is  enough  in  the  peti** 
tion  to  disclose  the  rights  of  the  parties,  and  to  admit  all  evi« 
dence  that  has  any  bearing  on  those  rights,  and  under  the 
petition  and  answer  we  perceive  no  reason  why  the  rights  of 
all  the  parties  may  not  be  fully  settled.  The  case  of  Cfage  v. 
i2etd,  104  HI.  609,  has  no  application  here. 

The  main  question,  however,  presented  by  the  record  is, 

whether  the  decree  was  authorized  by  the  evidence.    There  is 

no  controversy  in  regard  to  the  facts.    In  the  main  they  are 

undisputed.    In  the  fall  of  1884  the  premises  described  in 

the  petition  were  owned  by  Charles  M.  and  W.  S.  Henderson. 

On  October  17th  of  that  year  they  sold  the  same  to  John  G. 

Sharp  for  the  sum  of  $2,150,  payable,  $75  cash  down,  and  the 

further  sum  of  $80  on  the  first  day  of  each  and  every  month, 

commencing  with  the  first  day  of  February,  1885, — the  whole 

temaioing  sum  to  become  due  on  the  first  day  of  February, 

1888.     A  contract  containing  the  terms  of  the  sale  was  drawn 

tip  and  executed  by  the  parties.    It  provided,  in  case  of  the 

fedlure  of  the  party  of  the  second  part  to  make  either  of  the 

payments  when  due,  the  party  of  the  first  part  had  the  right 

to  forfeit  the  contract,  provided  that  Sharp  should  have  four 

Uionths  in  which  to  make  good  any  delinquency  in  payment 

before  any  forfeiture  or  re-entry  should  be  made.    The  con* 

tract  contained  this  provision:  ''And  said  Hendersons  agree 

that  when  said  Sharp  shall  have  expended  $325  in  the  erec* 

tion  of  a  suitable  dwelling-house  upon  said  premises,  they 

Will  advance  him,  as  the  progress  of  the  building  justifies,  in 
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their  opinion,  the  further  sum  of  $875,  to  aid  in  the  comple- 
tion thereof." 

About  the  Ist  of  December,  1884,  Sharp  entered  into  a  con- 
tract with  Connelly,  the  petitioner,  to  do  the  excayating,  stone 
and  brick  work,  and  plastering,  for  a  frame  house  he  proposed 
to  erect  on  the  premises  purchased  of  the  Hendersons.  Con- 
nelly furnished  the  material  and  performed  the  labor  an 
agreed,  and  this  petition  was  filed  to  enforce  a  lien  for  a  baJ  • 
ance  of  $465.58  due  under  the  contract.  During  the  progress 
of  the  work  on  the  house,  the  Hendersons  advanced  Sharp 
$700,  to  be  used  in  the  erection  of  the  building, — $350  April 
16,  1885,  and  $350  May  15th.  About  the  first  of  June  a)l 
work  on  the  house  came  to  an  end,  and  in  July  or  Augu0t 
following,  Sharp  having  made  no  payments  except  eeventj^ 
five  dollars  on  the  execution  of  the  agreement,  the  Hender- 
sons took  possession  of  the  property,  and  late  in  the  fall  of 
that  year  they  went  on  and  completed  the  house  at  ac  expense 
of  two  thousand  three  hundred  dollars. 

It  is  claimed  in  the  argument  that  the  Hendersons  forfeited 
the  contract  with  Sharp,  and  that  the  lien  of  petitioner  was 
defeated  by  that  forfeiture.  By  the  terms  of  the  contract 
under  which  Sharp  purchased,  the  Hendersons,  on  the  first 
day  of  June,  1885,  had  the  right  to  terminate  the  contract  so 
far  as  the  rights  of  Sharp  were  concerned;  but  before  the  right 
of  forfeiture  had  accrued,  the  lien  of  the  petitioner  had  at- 
tached to  the  premises.  The  statute  conferred  a  lien  on  what- 
ever title  or  interest  Sharp  had  in  the  property,  and  wo  think 
it  a  plain  proposition  that  the  lien  of  petitioner  could  not  be 
divested  without  notice  to  him,  and  there  is  no  pretense  that 
any  steps  were  ever  taken  by  the  Hendersons  to  terminate  the 
rights  of  the  petitioner  in  the  premises,  by  notice  of  forfeiture 
or  otherwise. 

The  decree,  as  before  observed,  directs  the  master,  from  the 
proceeds  of  sale,  after  the  payment  of  costs,  to  pay  first  the 
amount  due  the  petitioner,  and  the  surplus  to  the  defendants 
C.  M.  and  W.  S.  Henderson.  This  is  claimed  to  be  erroneous, 
and  it  is  urged,  if  it  was  proper  to  sell  the  entire  title  to  the 
property,  then  the  Hendersons  were  entitled  to  priority,  at  all 
events,  for  the  contract  price  of  the  property;  and  in  support 
of  this  position  we  are  referred  to  Ilickoz  v.  Cfreenvooodj  94  Dl. 
266.  In  the  case  cited,  it  was  held  that  where  the  owner  of 
land  gives  a  contract  for  a  deed  to  the  purchaser,  who  procures 
a  building  to  be  erected  on  the  premises,  the  lien  of  the  me- 
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%/kanic  attaches  only  upon  the  purchaser's  interest,  and  Ihe 
vendor  cannot  be  required  to  part  with  his  title  until  he  first 
receives  full  payment  of  the  purchase-money.  We  are  en- 
tirely satisfied  with  the  law  as  laid  down  in  the  Hickoz  case, 
but  the  rule  there  announced  has  no  application  to  the  facts 
of  this  case.  In  the  case  cited,  the  vendor  sold  a  vacant  lot, 
and  gave  an  ordinary  bond  for  a  deed  upon  the  payment  of 
the  purchase-money  at  the  expiration  of  ten  years,  with  semi- 
annual interest  at  the  rate  of  ten  per  cent  per  annum.  The 
contract  of  sale  did  not  authorize  or  in  any  manner  empower 
the  purchaser  to  erect  a  building  on  the  premises,  or  to  incur 
any  liability  for  the  improvement  thereof.  Indeed,  the  ven- 
dor was  in  no  manner  connected  with  the  building  the  pur- 
chaser erected  on  the  premises.  He  merely  sold  the  lot, 
leaving  it  with  the  purchaser  to  improve  it  or  not,  as  he  might 
desire.  Under  such  circumstances,  of  course  the  lien  of  the 
mechanic  would  only  attach  to  such  title  as  the  purchaser 
held,  and  the  vendor  could  not  be  required  to  part  with  his 
title  until  the  purchase-money  was  paid. 

But  the  case  made  by  this  record  is  entirely  diflTerent,  and 
must  be  controlled  by  other  principles.    Here  it  was  under- 
stood in  the  contract  of  sale  between  the  vendors  and  pur- 
chaser, that   the   latter  should   go  on  and   build   upon  the 
premises,  and  for  the  purpose  of  a  consummation  of  this  un- 
derstanding, a  clause  was  inserted  in  the  contract  of  sale,  by 
which  the  vendors  agreed  to  advance  the  purchaser  $875,  to 
assist  him  in  the  erection  of  a  building  on  the  premises,  as  the 
building  progressed.     The  only  reasonable  and  fair  construe- 
tion  to  be  placed  on  this  clause  of  the  contract  is,  that  the 
purchaser  was  authorized  and  empowered  by  the  vendors  to 
enter  into  contracts  with  builders  to  furnish   material  and 
erect  a  building  on  the  premises  to  which  they  held  the  legal 
title.    If,  therefore,  the  Hendersons  authorized  and  empowered 
Sharp,  the  purchaser,  to  cause  a  building  to  be  erected  on 
property  where  the  legal  title  was  in  them,  upon  what  ground 
can  they  now,  after  the  labor  has  been  expended  and  mate- 
rials furnished,  claim  that  the  mechanic  who  furnished  the 
labor  and  materials  which  they,  by  contract,  authorized,  shall 
look  alone  to  the  title  held  by  the  purchaser?    Certainly  no 
principle  of  equity  or  fair  dealing  would  sanction  a  precedent 
of  that  character.     Had  the  contract  of  sale  contained  no  pro- 
vision looking  in  the  direction  of  any  improvement  on  the 
property,  and  had  Sharp,  the  purchaser,  gone  on,  upon  his 
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own  rasponribilityy  and  incurred  a  liability  with  a  builder, 
then  we  wonld  have  no  hesitation  in  holding  that  the  lien  of 
the  mechanic  mnst  be  confined  to  the  interest  of  the  purchaser 
in  the  premises,  as  was  done  in  the  Hickox  case;  but  such  was 
not  the  case  here.  The  yendors,  by  their  contract,  have  aub- 
jected  their  title  to  the  property  to  the  lien  of  the  petitioner^ 
and  the  decree,  properly,  in  our  opinion,  authorised  a  sale  of 
the  legal  title,  and  a  priority  of  payment  to  petitioner. 
The  judgment  of  the  appellate  court  will  be  affirmed 


MacBAnxfB  Lmr  AxTAOsn  ohlt  to  tks  iHTmnr  or  m  PKBSOir  for 
whom  tho  work  mm  dono  or  matnriali  fumiahed:  See  the  extended  note  to 
Loomie  t.  Bogamt  61  Am.  Deo.  683;  and  also  MdOartg  t.  C&tier^  S6  Id.  672» 
and  9VftdkT.  Noitsm,  lOCoL  837. 

VuTDOB  D  HOT  BovHD  ST  BuiLDBtt'  Lmm  AoinisT  THB  VwsjsmM^  in 
the  abecnoe  of  sneh  etiylatJona  as  were  made  in  the  priaeipal  eaie:  See: 
te  looaitT.  ^190%  61  Am.  Deo.  680. 


POTBB  t;.   YlLLAQE   OF   DeS   PlAINBS. 

[12s  Iixnroia,  llL] 

OocrBxi  ov  BQurnr  wnx  not  Intkbverb  to  KiaTRAni  Cboohal  <»  Quasi 
Obimxnal  PnooEKDiNas,  ae  a  general  rule,  nor  take  jnrisdietioa  of  any 
oaee  or  matter  not  strictly  of  a  civil  nature. 

Squitt  will  not  R18T&AIN  Eniorobmxnt  in  Affbopbiati  Ooubtb  of  (hb- 
DINANOB8  Enaotbd  bt  Propbb  AuTHOBXTr,  on  the  ground  that  anch 
ordinancee  are  illegal,  or  that  the  penon  aocneed  of  their  yiblatioa  is 
innocent.  Nor  will  it  enjoin  proceedings  nnder  an  ordinanoe  for  the 
purpose  of  determining  its  Talidity  in  a  court  of  law,  when  the  defend- 
ant has  an  adequate  remedy  at  law. 

EqUXTT    will    NOT    EnJODI    PROSBOUnOHB   UNDBB   A  OiTT  OBBnfANGB^   TO 

Prxvbnt  a  MuLTiFLicmr  or  Suns,  unless  oomplainant  has  first  estab- 
lished the  invalidity  of  the  ordinance,  and  his  consequent  right  to  pro- 
tection therefrom  by  a  successful  defense  in  some  action  at  law. 

Obbinanob  Void  in  Pabt.  — If  there  are  several  prohibitions  in  an  ordi- 
nance, some  of  which  are  void  and  others  yalid,  if  a  penalty  is  provided 
applying  to  each  offense  separately,  the  ordinanoe  may  be  enforced  in 
respect  to  offenses  of  which  it  is  vslid,  as  if  the  void  portions  had  been 
omitted. 

JvmiBDicnoN  TO  Award  Damagis  on  thx  Dissolution  ov  an  Injttkctiok 
18  NOT  Lo0T  by  the  expiration  of  the  term  at  which  final  judgment  was 
entered  directing  such  dissolution,  if  the  defendants  were  then  granted 
leave  to  file  suggestion  of  damages,  and  the  caose  was  thereafter  regnlarly 
continued  from  term  to  term,  until  suggestions  were  filed  nnder  tlM 
leave  granted,  and  the  cause  was  theresf ter  further  continued  from  tens 
to  term,  until  the  snggestiocis  were  heard  and  considered  and  the  dam- 
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Bill  to  restrain  the  prosecution  of  seven  suits  alieadj  pend- 
ing, and  of  other  threatened  suits,  for  the  enforcement  of  the 
following  ordinance: — 

^^Beii  ordain^  by  the  pretideni  and  board  of  tru$t$e$  of  ih$ 
village  of  Deo  Plainee: — 

''Sec.  1.  That  all  public  picnics  and  open-air  dances 
within  the  limits  of  said  Tillage  are  hereby  declared  to  be 
nuisances. 

"  Sec.  2.  That  for  any  person  or  persons  to  rent,  use,  or 
allow  to  be  used,  any  yard,  ground,  groTe,  or  other  real  estate 
within  the  corporate  limits  of  the  village  of  Des  Plaines,  for 
public  picnic  purposes,  or  to  permit  or  in  any  way  allow  the 
use  of  such  property  for  any  purpose  by  which  disorderly 
persons  are  gathered  in  or  about  said  village  of  Des  Plaines, 
shall  constitute  and  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  nuisance.  Any 
person  creating  or  permitting  any  nuisance  mentioned  and  de- 
clared in  this  ordinance  to  exist,  having  the  right  or  power  to 
abate  the  same,  shall  be  subject  to  a  fine  of  not  less  than  fifty 
dollars  and  not  exceeding  one  hundred  dollars  in  every  case; 
and  each  renting,  using,  or  allowing  to  be  used  of  any  such 
premises  for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  or  any  of  them,  shall  be 
deemed  the  creating  of  a  nuisance,  and  the  author  thereof  be 
subject  to  a  like  fine." 

John  CKbbSy  for  the  appellant 

StUee  and  Lewis,  and  C.  8.  Cutting^  for  the  appellee. 

Shope,  J.  The  purpose  of  the  bill  filed  in  this  case  was  to 
restrain  the  village  of  Dee  Plaines,  its  oflScers  and  others, 
from  prosecuting  seven  suits  pending  against  the  complainant 
for  violations  of  an  ordinance  of  said  village,  and  from  insti- 
tuting other  prosecutions  for  other  alleged  offenses  under  such 
ordinance.  The  preamble  to  the  ordinance  in  question  recites 
that  by  reason  of  the  holding  of  public  picnics,  etc.,  within 
the  village,  the  disorderly  and  vicious  classes  had  gathered 
and  congregated  in  the  village,  from  Chicago  and  other  places 
to  which  the  village  is  adjacent,  and  that  the  peace  of  the  com- 
munity had  been  disturbed  thereby,  and  the  persons  and  the 
property  of  the  residents  therein  rendered  unsafe;  that  the 
police  of  the  village  was  powerless  to  protect  persons  and 
property  within  the  village  against  such  disorderly  persons  so 
gathered  at  picnics  and  like  assemblages.  The  bill  alleges, 
in  substance,  that  complainant  has  grounds  within  the  village 
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irhich  he  has  fitted  for  picnics  and  other  out-door  amusementSi 
and  that  the  assemblages  upon  his  grounds  have  been  orderly 
and  well  conducted.  It  then  avers  tfae  invalidity  of  the  ordi- 
nancci  and  that  the  prosecutions,  seven  in  number,  have  been 
maliciously  brought  to  ruin  his  business  and  reputation,  and 
that  he  will  suffer  irreparable  injury  therefrom  unless  the 
same  are  enjoined;  that  upon  trial  of  one  of  the  cases  he  was 
found  guilty,  and  a  fine  of  fifty  dollars  assessed  against  him, 
from  which  he  has  prosecuted  an  appeal  to  the  criminal  court 
of  Cook  County,  where  the  same  was  then  pending;  that  the 
other  causes  are  pending  in  justices'  courts  for  trial;  and  that 
the  defendants  threatened  to  institute  other  prosecutions,  etc.; 
and  prays  for  an  injunction  restraining  such  prosecution,  and 
if  that  cannot  be  done,  that  all  but  one  of  the  pending  suits 
be  enjoined  until  the  validity  of  the  ordinance  shall  be  deter- 
mined in  a  court  of  law.  A  demurrer  was  sustained,  and  the 
bill  dismissed. 

It  is  not  questioned  but  that  the  general  subject-matter  of 
this  municipal  legislation  was  within  the  scope  of  the  power 
conferred  upon  the  village  by  the  act  under  which  it  is  incor- 
porated; nor  that  the  ordinance  was  duly  passed  and  pub- 
lished, in  conformity  with  said  act,  prior  to  the  institution  of 
ihe  suits  sought  to  be  enjoined.  Ordinances  like  those  under 
^consideration  are  intended  to  protect  and  preserve  the  peace 
and  good  order  of  society  within  the  municipality;  and  pro- 
ceedings under  them,  although  civil  in  form,  to  recover  a 
penalty,  are  quari  criminal  in  character.  Courts  of  equity 
will  not,  as  a  general  rule,  interfere  to  restrain  criminal  or 
qwisi  criminal  prosecutions,  or  take  jurisdiction  of  any  case 
or  matter  not  strictly  of  a  civil  nature:  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  sec. 
893;  2  DanieU's  Ch.  Pr.  1620;  Montgomery  etc.  B.  R.  Co.  v.  WaU 
touj  14  Ala.  209. 

The  questions  arising  in  the  prosecutions  sought  to  be  en- 
joined can  be  determined  in  the  tribunal  in  which  they  are 
pending,  or  in  that  to  which  they  may  be  taken  by  appeal. 
The  legality  or  illegality  of  the  ordinance  is  purely  a  question 
of  law,  which  the  common-law  court  is  competent  to  decide. 
If  the  defendant  is  not  guilty  of  violating  this  provision,  as 
alleged,  the  determination  of  that  fact  is  peculiarly  within  the 
province  of  that  court.  In  either  event,  appellant  had  a  full 
and  complete  defense  at  law. 

When  ordinances  have  been  enacted  by  the  proper  author* 
ity,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  interfere,  by  injunction,  to  re- 
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Btrain  their  enforcement  in  the  appropriate  courts,  upon  the 
ground  that  such  ordinances  are  alleged  to  be  illegal,  or  be- 
cause of  the  alleged  innocence  of  the  party  charged.  Nor  will 
that  court  enjoin  such  proceedings  under  the  ordinance  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  the  validity  of  the  ordinance  in  a 
court  of  law,  when,  as  in  this  case,  the  defendant  has  an  ade« 
quate  remedy  at  law:  West  v.  Mayor ^  10  Paige,  539;  Davis  v. 
American  Society,  6  Daly,  81;  Cohen  v.  Commissioners  of  Qoldr 
boro,  77  N.  C.  2;  Devron  v.  First  Municipality,  4  La,  Ann.  11; 
Yates  V.  Village  of  Batavia,  79  111.  500;  Moses  v.  Mayor^  52  Ala. 
198;  Burnett  v.  Craig,  30  Id.  135;  Hamilton  v.  Stewart^  69  IlL 
330;  Davis  v.  American  Society,  75  N.  Y.  362. 

In  West  V.  Mayor,  supra.  Chancellor  Walworth,  in  deliver^ 
ing  the  opinion  of  the  court,  says:  ''The  question  as  to  the 
validity  of  the  corporation  ordinance  does  not  properly  belong 
to  this  court  for  decision,  where  the  complainants,  as  in  this 
case,  have  a  perfect  defense  at  law  if  the  ordinances  are  in* 
valid,  or  if  they  do  not  render  the  complainants,  or  those 
in  their  employ,  liable  for  the  penalty.  And  it  would  be  a 
usurpation  of  jurisdiction  by  this  court  if  it  should  draw  to 
itself  the  settlement  of  such  questions  when  their  decision 
was  not  necessary  in  the  discharge  of  the  legitimate  duties  of 
the  court." 

If  the  ordinances  are  invalid,  they  furnish  no  warrant  for 
prosecutions,  or  the  imposition  of  fines,  or  the  recovery  of  pen- 
alties under  them,  and  would  be  no  shield,  in  an  action  at 
law,  against  those  responsible  for  the  injuries  inflicted  upon 
the  complainant  by  such  prosecutions.  If  the  authorities  of 
this  village  can  be  enjoined  from  prosecuting  under  an  ordi- 
nance preservative  of  the  peace  (as  this  one  certainly  is),  so 
they  might  be  restrained  from  the  enforcement  of  any  other 
ordinance  of  the  village.  Their  effort  to  discharge  their  duty 
to  the  public  would  be  rendered  unavailing,  and  the  commu- 
nity left  at  the  mercy  of  the  lawless  and  vicious  elements  of 
society  until  such  time  as  the  question  could  be  settled  in  the 
courts  of  equity.  If  it  should  at  last  be  determined  that  the 
ordinance  was  valid,  that  court  would  be  powerless  to  enforce 
its  provisions  or  impose  the  penalties  denounced  against  its 
violation,  but  must  remit  the  cases  to  the  courts  of  law,  which, 
before  the  assumption  of  jurisdiction  by  the  courts  of  equity, 
had  the  right  to  determine  every  question  submitted  to  and 
determined  in  the  equity  jurisdiction. 

There  are,  however,  two  exceptions,  clearly  recognised,  to 
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the  rule  that  conrts  of  equity  will  not  interfere  to  restrain  tres* 
passes,  whether  committed  under  the  forms  of  law  or  otherwise, 
which  are,  first,  to  prevent  irreparable  injury;  and  second,  to 
prevent  a  multiplicity  of  suits:  Mayor  of  Brooklyn  v.  MeseroUj 
26  Wend.  132;  Mooers  v.  SmedUy,  6  Johns.  Ch.  28;  Owem 
V.  Crossett,  105  111.  356;  Gartsidev,  City  of  East  St.  LovMj 
43  Id.  47. 

In  Owens  v.  Crossetty  supra,  and  kindred  cases,  the  jurisdic- 
tion is  maintained  upon  the  express  ground  that  the  tres- 
passes were  continued,  and  the  trespassers  being  wholly 
insolvent,  there  was  no  adequate  remedy  at  law,  and  the  in- 
jury was  therefore  irreparable.  There  is  no  allegation  in  the 
bill  in  this  case  showing  insolvency  of  the  defendants  thereto^ 
or  their  inability  to  respond  in  damages  to  any  amount  for 
which  the  complainant  might  recover  damages.  The  bill  con- 
tains only  a  general  allegation  of  irreparable  injury.  Before 
a  court  of  equity  will  interfere  to  prevent  a  trespass  upon  this 
ground,  '^  the  facts  and  circumstances  must  be  alleged^  from 
which  it  may  be  seen  that  irreparable  tnischief  will  be  the 
result  of  the  act  complained  of,  and  that  the  law  can  afford 
the  party  no  adequate  remedy  ":  Ooodell  v.  Lassen^  69  111.  145; 
Livingston  v.  Livingston,  6  Johns.  Ch.  497;  High  on  Injunc- 
tions, 34,  and  authorities. 

It  is  insisted  by  counsel  that  a  court  of  equity  should  restrain 
these  prosecutions  in  order  to  prevent  the  multiplicity  of  suits. 
Bills  of  peace  will  lie,  under  some  circumstances,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  quieting  and  suppressing  litigation.  It  is  said,  how- 
ever, that  to  entitle  a  party  to  maintain  a  bill  on  this  ground 
there  must  be  a  right  claimed  affecting  many  persons,  "  for  if 
the  right  is  disputed  between  two  persons  only,  not  for  them- 
selves and  all  others  in  interest,  but  for  themselves  alone,  the 
bill  will  be  dismissed  ":  2  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  sec.  857. 

In  the  case  of  West  v.  Mayor,  supra,  the  chancellor,  quoting 
from  what  he  had  said  in  Oakley  v.  Mayor  of  New  York,  which 
was  a  bill  for  injunction  to  restrain  prosecutions  under  the 
market  ordinances  of  the  city,  uses  the  following  language: 
*'  If  the  objection  to  the  legality  of  these  ordinances  was  well 
taken,  the  complainant  has  a  perfect  defense  at  law,  and  this 
court  would  not  grant  an  injunction  to  protect  him  against  a 
multiplicity  of  suits  until  his  right  to  such  protection  had  been 
established  by  a  successful  defense  at  law  in  some  of  the  suits"; 
and  cites  in  support  the  case  of  Eldridge  v.  HUl,  2  Johns.  Ch. 
281;  and  concludes:  '*I  am  not  aware  of  any  case  in  which 
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this  court  has  eustained  such  a  hill  to  prevent  the  defendant 
from  Buing  at  law  where  the  rights  of  the  party  depended  upon 
a  question  of  law  merely,  and  where  the  defendant  in  the  case 
at  law  must  eventually  succeed  without  the  aid  of  this  court, 
if  the  law  is  in  his  favor.'^ 

Edgerton  v.  HUl,  Bupra^  was  a  bill  for  injunction  to  restrain 
all  but  one  of  a  series  of  prosecutions  for  the  erection  and 
maintenance  of  a  nuisance,  and  to  enjoin  the  bringing  of  other 
suits  threatened  to  be  brought  for  its  continuance.  Kent,  C.  J., 
denied  the  injunction,  saying:  "  No  case  goes  so  far  as  to  stop 
these  continued  siuts  between  two  single  individuals  so  long 
as  the  alleged  cause  of  action  is  continued,  and  there  has  been 
no  final  or  satisfactory  trial  or  decision  at  law  upon  the  merits.'* 
In  McCoy  y.  Corporation  of  ChUicothey  3  Ohio,  379, 17  Am.  Dec. 
607,  it  is  held  that  the  repetition  of  actions  for  trespasses  be- 
tween the  same  parties  is  not  that  multiplicity  of  suits  which 
will  induce  a  court  of  equity  to  interfere  by  injunction.    In 
this  case  the  bill  alleges  the  pendency  of  the  suit  sought  to  be 
enjoined,  but  does  not  show  that  the  complainant  had  estab- 
lished the  invalidity  of  the  ordinance  at  law.    On  the  con- 
trary, it  is  shown  that  in  the  only  case  tried,  the  validity  of 
the  ordinance  was  sustained  at  law.    If  the  ordinance  is  valid, 
as  held  by  the  court  imposing  the  penalty  mentioned,  equity 
will  certainly  not  interfere  to  protect  the  complainant  from 
deserved  punishment  for  its  violation,  nor  because  the  common- 
law  court  may  have  erred  in  its  judgment  as  to  the  complain- 
ant's guilt  or  innocence.    Nothing  could  be  more  detrimental 
to  society,  and  provocative  of  violations  of  law,  than  for  courts 
of  equity  to  interfere  in  such  cases  by  injunction,  and  thereby 
protect  repeated  acts  in  violation  of  ordinances  which  might 
each  furnish  new  ground  of  complaint.    While  the  injunction 
continued,  the  functions  of  municipal  government  would  be 
suspended,  and  irreparable  injury  might  thereby  ensue.    If 
the  municipal  law  be  of  doubtful  validity,  the  complainant 
cannot,  by  his  willful  and  repeated  violation  of  its  provisions, 
each  furnishing  separate  grounds  for  prosecution,  and  depend- 
ing upon  separate  facts,  create  this  ground  for  equitable  inter- 
position without  first  settling  the  validity  of  the  ordinance  in 
the  courts  of  law.    If  he  fears  the  prosecution  of  other  puits, 
he  can  refrain  from  the  repetition  of  his  acts  in  violation  of  its 
provisions  until  the  proper  forum  has  determined  its  in- 
validity. 
The  case  of  Third  Avenue  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Mayor  of  New  York^ 
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64  N.  Y.  159,  cited  by  counsel,  was  a  bill  to  enjoin  all  bet  one 
of  seventy-seven  sui^  brought  against  the  railroad  pompany 
for  running  its  trains  into  the  city  without  a  license,  as  pro- 
vided by  ordinance.  The  bill  attacked  the  validity  of  the 
ordinance,  and  it  was  held  that  a  demurrer  to  the  bill  was 
properly  overruled,  upon  the  ground  that,  had  the  suits  been 
brought  in  a  court  of  record,  they  could  have  been  consolidated 
under  a  statute  authorizing  the  consolidation  of  causes  as  a 
matter  of  right;  and  as  the  magistrate's  court  in  which  they 
were  pending  was  without  such  power,  and  as  the  prosecutions 
of  all  at  the  same  time  separately  would  be  onerous  and  op- 
pressive, the  case  was  one,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  where 
equity  jurisdiction  might  properly  be  invoked  and  exercised. 
This  case  can  have  no  application  here,  nor  does  it  conflict 
with  the  rule  announced  in  West  v.  Mayor^  mpra^  and  kindred 
cases. 

The  case  of  Wood  v.  City  of  Broollyn,  14  Barb.  425,  relied 
on  by  counsel,  is  clearly  distinguishable  from  the  case  at  bar. 
There  the  ordinance  was  clearly  void,  and  provided  for  arrest, 
imprisonment,  and  imposition  of  a  fine  for  an  act  the  com* 
plainant  was  clearly  authorized  by  the  statutes  of  the  state  to 
do;  and  it  further  appeared  prosecutions  had  been  threatened, 
but  were  delayed,  and  not  commenced  against  him;  and  the 
court  found  that  the  fact  that  the  ordinance  remained  appar- 
ently in  force,  so  that  the  threatened  prosecutions  might  be 
brought  under  it,  and  the  complainant  imprisoned  before 
trial,  injured  his  business,  and  that  therefore,  there  being  do 
actual  trespass,  there  was  no  adequate  remedy  at  law  for  such 
injury. 

In  the  subsequent  case  of  Davie  v.  American  Society^  75 
N.  Y.  862,  in  which  the  complainant  sought  relief  from  the 
enforcement  of  a  penal  statute,  upon  the  ground,  among 
others,  that  they  had  not  in  fact  violated  the  law,  the  court 
of  appeals  held  that  a  court  of  law  was  a  proper  forum  in 
which  to  try  that  question,  and  refused  the  relief,  distinguish* 
ing  that  case  from  Wood  v.  City  of  Brooklyn,  supra. 

In  this  case,  the  ordinance  is  not  claimed  to  be  wholly  ille- 
gal. That  part  of  the  ordinance  which  prohibits  the  renting 
or  permitting  the  use  of  any  yard,  grounds,  etc.,  for  any 
purpose  whereby  disorderly  persons  are  congregated,  haa 
not  received  judicial  construction,  but  it  would  seem  to  fall 
clearly  within  the  general  powers  conferred  by  law  upon  thia 
corporation.    If  there  are  several  prohibitions  in  an  ordinance,. 
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«ome  of  which  are  void  and  others  valid,  if  a  penalty  is  pro- 
vided applying  to  each  offense  separately,  the  ordinance  may 
be  enforced  as  to  offenses  in  respect  of  which  it  is  valid,  as  if 
the  void  portions  had  been  omitted:  Dillon  on  Municipal  Cor- 
porations, 421,  and  note.  The  bill  is  wholly  silent  as  to  what 
portion  of  the  ordinance  the  prosecutions  complained  of  were 
brought  under;  and  the  presumption  would  be  that  they  were 
prosecuted  und6r  the  valid  ordinance.  This  clearly  distin- 
guished this  case  also  from  Wood  v.  City  of  Brooklyn^  iupra^ 
and  authorities  of  like  import. 

It  is  urged  that  the  circuit  court  erred  in  awarding  damages 
upon  the  dissolution  of  the  injunction.  It  appears  that  the 
order  dissolving  the  injunction  was  accompanied  by  an  order 
duly  entered,  granting  leave  to  the  defendants  to  tile  sugges- 
tion of  damages,  and  the  cause  was  continued  until  the  next 
term  of  court,  and  thereafter  regularly  continued,  from  term 
to  term,  until  the  3d  of  January,  1885,  when  suggestions  were 
filed  under  the  leave  granted  June  19, 1884.  The  cause  again 
appears  to  have  been  continued  from  term  to  term  until  No- 
vember 2, 1885,  when  the  suggestion  came  on  for  bearing.  It 
was  then  objected  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  assess 
damages,  because  the  suggestions  were  not  filed  during  the 
term  at  which  the  injunction  was  dissolved,  but  the  court,  not- 
withstanding this  objection,  heard  evidence  and  assessed  the 
same.  In  this  case,  as  in  Albright  v.  Smithy  68  111.  181, 
the  object  of  the  bill  was  defeated  by  the  dissolution  of 
the  injunction,  and  the  order  made  thereon  was  a  final  order. 
It  was  competent,  however,  for  the  court  to  grant  leave  to  the 
defendant  to  file  suggestion  of  damages,  and  for  any  reason 
satisfactory  to  the  court  to  extend  the  time  in  which  to  file 
the  same,  which,  in  effect,  the  court  did  by  the  entry  of  its 
order  and  continuing  the  case.  The  court,  after  having  granted 
such  leave,  did  not  lose  jurisdiction  by  the  subsequent  continu- 
ances. It  is  apparent  that  complainant  had  notice  of  the  leave 
upon  which  the  case  was  kept  on  the  docket,  and  might,  at 
any  time,  have  insisted  upon  the  disposition  thereof.  We  are 
of  opinion  that  the  court  retained  jurisdiction  for  the  purposes 
of  assessment  of  damages. 

The  evidence  clearly  sustains  the  finding  of  the  court  in 
respect  of  the  damages  allowed.  Finding  no  error  in  this 
record,  the  judgment  of  the  appellate  court  will  be  affirmed. 

Squrnr  non  hot  £xmn>  its  JuRiSDionoii  to  Ovmrsas  AOAnrar  ths 
^VBuc:  Oaum  y.  Perkbu,  69  Am.  Dbo.  728. 
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ri38  ILLINOIB.  1S2.J 
DnilDAKTB    ABM    BSTOPPBD    BT    ▲    DiCBSB    WhIGB    DnmillllSB 

Rights  as  AOAonn  Baor  Othbr,  to  the  wme  eztsiit  aa  if  ihrnj 

retpeotiTely  oomplaiiuuit  and  defendanti  instead  of  being  joiasd  as  da> 

fendaata. 
JuDOMXiTT  A0AIH8T  ▲  CouMTT,  in  a  matter  of  general  interest  to  aH  its  oiti- 

sena,  is  binding  on  the  latter,  thoagb  they  are  not  parties  thersto. 

Erery  tax-payer  is  a  real,  thoagb  not  a  nominal,  party  to  snob  jndgme&i. 
JvDQKiHT  ni  ▲  Suit  BitouaRT  bt  Tax-patxrs  of  a  Towh  AoaiHsr  xm 

TOWH  AKD  A  RAn.EOAP  CSqICPAKT,  TO  EnJOIM  THI  laSOB  BT  THB  T6WV 

OF  Bonds  to  the  oompany,  by  whicb  it  it  adjudged  that  such  bonds 
sbonld  iune,  it  binding  on  all  the  other  tax-payers  of  the  town,  tfaoogh 
not  parties  to  the  snit 

Valvb  of  Plba  of  FObmbr  RiooTXBT  is  not  to  be  determined  by  the 
sons  which  the  court  gave  for  rendering  the  former  judgment  or  d4 

JupomaiT  IS  CoNGLuszvB  OF  All  QusBnons  withui  thb  Issub,  whbtheb 
FoBKALLT  LmoATBD  OB  NOT.  Principle  of  rea  judkata  extends  not 
only  to  questions  of  ^t  and  of  law  which  were  decided  in  the  former 
sni^  bnt  slso  to  groonds  of  reooTsry  or  defense  which  might  have  been 
bnt  were  not  presented. 

JUSOMBNT  EsTABUSmNO  THB  DUTT  OF  A  GOT  TO  IbSUB  BoNDS  WILL  PB^^ 

OLUBB  Such  Cttt  and  m  Tax-fatbbs  from  sabseq[aently  contesting 
the  Tslidity  of  the  bonds  on  groonds  which  might  have  been  but  wers 
not  urged  in  the  former  suit;  sndh,  for  instance,  as  that  the  election 
by  which  the  issne  of  the  bonds  was  anthorised  was  irrsgnlar  and  Toid. 
JunoiABT  havino  Onob  Dbtbbionbd  that  a  Bond  ob  Oobteaot  u 
Valid  cannot,  as  against  an  Innocbnt  Pubghasbb  of  such  bond  or 
oontract  relying  on  snch  deoiriont  sabseqnently  impair  its  obligation. 

Cook  and  Lawrence^  and  W.  and  W.  D.  Barge^  for  the  appel« 
lants. 

M.  D.  Hathaicayy  for  the  appellee. 

Magbubeb,  J.  This  is  a  bill  filed  on  April  28, 1882,  in  the 
circuit  court  of  Ogle  County,  by  John  Harmon,  Samuel  Do- 
mer,  Daniel  Fager,  and  Reuben  S.  Marshall,  resident  property 
owners  and  tax-payers  in  the  town  of  Mount  Morris  and 
county  of  Ogle,  against  the  auditor  of  the  state,  the  treasurer 
and  clerk  of  said  county,  the  collector  of  said  town,  and  the 
holders  of  the  bonds  hereinafter  described,  charging  that  fifty 
bonds  of  said  town  of  five  hundred  dollars  each,  and  twenty- 
five  bonds  of  said  town  of  one  thousand  dollars  each,  dated 
May  3,  1875,  payable  May  1, 1885,  drawing  ten  per  cent  in- 
terest, payable  annually,  and  all  issued  and  signed  by  John 
W.  Hitt,  the  supervisor,  and  H.  H.  Clevidence,  the  town  clerk, 
of  said  town,  are  void  for  want  of  power  in  said  supervisor 
and  clerk  to  issue  the  same,  and  praying  that  the  same  may 
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be  decreed  to  be  null  and  void,  and  that  the  officers  of  the  law 
may  be  perpetually  enjoined  from  collecting  any  taxes  to  pay 
the  same  from  the  property  of  complainants  and  the  other 
tax-payers  of  the  town.  Answers  were  filed  denying  the  alle- 
gations of  the  bill,  and  setting  up  the  defenses  hereinafter 
mentioned.  The  circuit  court  dismissed  the  bill  for  want  of 
equity,  and  its  decree  has  been  affirmed  by  the  appellate 
court,  from  which  the  case  comes  to  us  by  appeal. 

The  same  indebtedness  involved  in  this  suit  has  already 
been  passed  upon  by  this  court  in  Chicago  and  Iowa  R.  R.  Co. 
Y.  Pinchneyj  74  111.  277.  In  that  case,  Daniel  J.  Pinckney,  John 
W.  Hitt,  Jacob  H.  Munnua,  John  E.  McCoy,  Milton  E.  Oetz- 
endaner,  and  John  Sprecher,  then  resident  property  owners 
and  tax-payers  of  the  town  of  Mount  Morris,  filed  their  bill  on 
Kovember  11, 1871,  in  the  circuit  court  of  Ogle  County,  against 
the  Chicago  and  Iowa  Railroad  Company,  the  town  of  Mount 
MorriSi  Charles  Newcomer,  the  then  supervisor,  and  Henry  H. 
Clevidence,  the  then  town  clerk,  of  said  town,  "  to  enjoin  the 
town  and  its  officers  from  issuing  bonds  to  the  Chicago  and 
Iowa  Railroad  Company  in  the  sum  of  seventy-five  thousand 
dollars."  After  answers  and  replications  filed,  and  hearing 
had,  the  circuit  court  decreed  in  accordance  with  the  prayer 
of  the  bill,  and  upon  appeal,  this  court,  at  the  September  term, 
1874,  held  that  the  town  had  power  to  issue  the  bonds,  and  re- 
versed the  decree  of  the  circuit  court,  and  dismissed  the  bill 
filed  therein,  as  will  be  seen  by  reference  to  the  opinion  in  74 
HI.  277. 

After  the  opinion  of  this  court  in  the  Pinckney  case  had 
been  filed,  and  while  the  proceedings  on  rehearing  were  still 
pending,  negotiations  were  begun  for  a  settlement  of  the  claim 
of  the  railroad  company  against  the  town  for  the  seventy-five 
thousand  dollars  of  bonds.  Communications  in  writing,  dated 
November  14,  1874,  signed  by  property  owners  and  tax-payers 
in  the  town,  were  addressed  to  the  complainants  in  the  Pinck- 
ney suit,  advising  a  compromise  with  the  company,  and  pledg- 
ing the  influence  of  the  subscribers  to  induce  the  town  to 
assume  the  expenses  of  the  litigation.  Two  of  these  commu- 
nications were  signed  respectively  by  Reuben  S.  Marshall  and 
Samuel  Domer,  two  of  the  appellants  herein.  At  a  special 
town-meeting  held  on  March  19, 1875,  resolutions  were  passed 
accepting  a  previous  proposition  made  by  the  president  of  the 
Vailroad  company  to  the  town  supervisor  to  take  bonds  to  the 
amount  of  fifty  thousand  dollars  in  lieu  of  the  bonds  amount- 
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ing  to  eeventy-five  thousand  dollars,  agreeing  that  the  town 
would  pay  all  the  expenses  of  the  Pinckney  suit,  amounting 
to  sixteen  hundred  dollars,  and  thanking  the  supervisor  for 
his  efforts  in  making  the  settlement.  At  the  annual  town- 
meeting  held  on  April  6,  1875,  the  proceedings  of  the  special 
town-meeting  and  the  resolutions  there  adopted  were  '*  fully 
ratified  and  approved." 

By  this  compromise  the  town  was  saved  from  a  i^oesible  in- 
debtedness of  twenty-five  thousand  dollars.  Its  liability  to 
issue  bonds  to  the  amount  of  seventy-five  thousand  dollars, 
which  the  railroad  company  was  entitled  to  receive  by  virtue 
of  the  decision  made  in  its  favor,  was  discharged  by  the  issu- 
ance of  bonds  amounting  only  to  fifty  thousand  dollars.  The 
latter  bonds,  so  issued  in  compromise  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany's claim,  are  the  bonds  hereinbefore  referred  to  as  being 
dated  May  3,  1875,  fifty  of  five  hundred  dollars  each,  and 
twenty-five  of  one  thousand  dollars  each,  and  which  this  biU 
is  filed  to  cancel.  All  of  them  are  now  in  the  hands  of  inno- 
cent holders,  who  have  purchased  them  in  good  faith,  relying 
upon  the  former  decision  of  this  court  as  to  their  validity. 
One  of  the  appellees,  the  Qerman  Insurance  Company  of  Free- 
port,  owns  twenty-six  thousand  five  hundred  dollars  of  them, 
purchased  for  value  and  before  maturity. 

The  defendants  set  up  the  former  proceedings  in  the  Pinck- 
ney suit  as  a  bar  to  the  relief  sought  by  the  present  suit 

Both  the  Chicago  and  Iowa  Railroad  Company  and  the  town 
of  Mount  Morris  were  parties  to  the  Pinckney  suit  In  that 
suit  it  was  decided  that  the  town  had  the  power  to  issue  tbe 
bonds,  and  that  the  railroad  company  was  entitled  to  have 
them  issued  in  pursuance  of  the  vote  taken  and  by  reason  of 
its  compliance  with  the  conditions  exacted  of  it.  The  decision 
BO  made  was  final  and  binding  as  between  the  railroad  com- 
pany and  the  town,  and,  as  between  them,  established  the  va- 
lidity of  the  bonds.  If  the  bonds  had  been  issued  and  suit 
had  been  brought  on  them  by  the  company  against  the  town, 
it  will  not  be  claimed  that  the  latter  could  have  defended  on 
the  ground  that  the  election,  in  pursuance  of  which  the  bonds 
were  issued,  was  invalid. 

It  makes  no  difference  that  the  railroad  company  and  the 
town  were  both  defendants  in  the  Pinckney  suit  "  In  chan- 
cery suits,  where  parties  are  often  made  defendants  because 
they  will  not  join  as  plaintiffs,  who  are  yet  necessary  parties, 
it  has  long  been  settled  that  adverse  interests  as  between  co- 
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defendants  may  be  passed  upon  and  decided,  and  if  the  par- 
ties have  had  a  hearing  and  an  opportunity  of  asserting  their 
rights,  they  are  concluded  by  the  decree  as  far  as  it  affects 
rights  presented  to  the  court  and  passed  upon  by  its  decree": 
Corcoran  v.  Chesapeake  and  Ohio  Canal  Co.,  94  U.  S.  741; 
Louis  V.  Brown  Tovmshipy  109  Id.  162;  Scotland  County  v.  JETiZi, 
112  Id.  183. 

The  obligation,  which  rested  upon  the  town  to  issue  bonds 
to  the  amount  of  seventy-five  thousand  dollars  to  the  railroad 
company,  was  just  as  binding  by  reason  of  the  decision  in  the 
Pinckney  case  as  though  judgment  had  been  rendered  in  a 
mandamus  proceeding  or  in  a  suit  on  the  bonds.  If  this  be  so, 
then  the  complainants,  as  citizens  of  the  town,  cannot  by  a 
proceeding  to  prevent  the  collection  of  a  tax  to  pay  the  bonds 
dispute  their  validity  upon  any  of  the  grounds  which  were  or 
coold  have  been  litigated  in  the  Pinckney  suit.  The  law  upon 
this  subject  is  thus  stated  in  Freeman  on  Judgments,  3d  ed., 
sec.  178:  '^  A  judgment  against  a  county,  or  its  legal  repre- 
sentatives, is  a  matter  of  general  interest  to  all  its  citizens,  is 
binding  upon  the  latter,  though  they  are  not  parties  to  the  suit. 
A  judgment  for  a  sum  of  money  rendered  against  a  county 
imposes  an  obligation  against  the  citizens  which  they  are  com- 
pelled to  discharge.  £very  tax-payer  is  a  real,  though  not  a 
nominal,  party  to  such  judgment.  If,  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
viding for  its  payment,  the  officers  of  the  county  levied  and 
endeavored  to  collect  the  tax,  none  of  the  citizens  can,  by  in« 
stituting  proceedings  to  prevent  the  levy  or  enforcement  of  the 
tax,  dispute  the  validity  of  the  judgment  nor  relitigate  any 
of  the  questions  which  were  or  which  could  have  been  litigated 
in  the  original  action  against  the  county." 

The  views  of  the  text-writer  are  sustained  by  the  following 
authorities:  Clark  v.  Wolf,  29  Iowa,  197;  Tredway  v.  Siova 
C.  &  P.  Ry  Co,,  89  Id.  663;  State  ex  rel  Wilson  v.  Rainey,  74 
Mo.  229;  Commissioners  v.  Hinchman,  31  Kan.  729. 

It  is  claimed,  however,  that  the  Pinckney  suit  is  to  be  re- 
garded as  a  controversy  between  the  complainants  therein  on 
one  side  and  the  defendants  therein  on  the  other  side,  and  not 
merely  as  a  controversy  between  two  of  the  defendants,  the 
railroad  company  and  the  town.  In  this  view,  it  is  urged 
that  the  decree  in  that  suit  cannot  be  pleaded  as  a  former 
adjudication  in  the  present  suit,  for  the  reason  that  the  com- 
plainants there  were  not  the  same  persons  as  the  complainants 
here.    The  proceeding  instituted  by  Pinckney  and  others  was 
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a  cliaocery  proceeding.  The  present  proceeding  is  also  upon 
the  chancery  side  of  the  court.  Where  the  action  is  at  law 
and  a  judgment  in  an  action  at  law  is  pleaded  as  a  former 
recovery,  the  defense  has  a  more  restricted  character  than  in  a 
chancery  suit. 

The  Pinckney  bill  was  filed  by  certain  property  owners  and 
tax-payers,  as  representatives  of  a  class.  Though  not  formally 
stating  that  it  is  filed  on  behalf  of  all  the  other  tax-payers  in 
the  town,  yet  it  constantly  refers  to  them  and  their  interests 
in  the  questions  involved.  It  alleges  that  ''your  said  orators 
and  the  other  tax-payers  of  said  town"  will  suffer  injury;  that 
the  issue  of  the  bonds  will  be  in  violation  of  the  rights  "of  year 
said  orators  and  the  other  tax-payers  of  said  town/'  and  an  at* 
tempt  to  deprive  ''your  orators  and  the  other  tax-payers  of  said 
town"  of  their  property,  etc.,  and  to  take  the  property  of  ''your 
said  orators  and  said  other  tax-payers  of  said  town"  for  a  pri- 
vate use  without  compensation  to  "your  said  orators  and  said 
other  tax-payers."  Its  prayer  is,  that  the  town  be  restrained 
from  "collecting  any  taxes  upon  the  taxable  property  of  said 
town  of  Mount  Morris  to  pay  said  bonds." 

Moreover,  the  Pinckney  suit  was  adopted  by  the  town  as 
its  own  litigation,  when  the  town  paid  the  expenses  of  it,  and 
compromised  it  through  the  town  officers  and  by  re8oluti(ms 
of  the  town  meetings. 

The  present  suit  was  begun  by  Harmon  and  others,  also 
tax-payers  and  property  owners  of  the  town,  as  representatives 
of  the  same  class,  for  whose  benefit  the  Pinckney  bill  was 
filed.  The  complainants  in  this  proceeding  were  represented 
by  the  complainants  in  the  former  suit,  and  are  therefore 
bound  by  the  decree  therein  entered.  The  remedy  in  suits  of 
the  character  here  indicated  is  in  the  interest  of  a  class  of 
individuals  having  common  rights  that  need  protection,  and 
in  the  pursuit  of  that  remedy  individuals  have  the  right  to 
represent  the  class  to  which  they  belong.  This  jurisdiction! 
in  some  respects,  rests  on  the  principles  of  a  proceeding  in  rem. 

We  therefore  think  that  there  is  sufficient  identity  between 
the  parties  filing  the  present  bill  and  those  who  filed  the  bill 
in  the  Pinckney  case  to  justify  the  pleading  of  the  decree  en- 
tered there  as  res  judicata  in  this  case.  The  views  here  ex- 
pressed are  sustained  by  the  following  authorities:  State  v. 
C.  &  L.  R.  R.  Co. J  18  S.  C.  290;  Terry  v.  Town  of  Waterhury, 
86  Conn.  526;  SaUn  y.  Shervian^  28  Ean.  289;  Smith  ▼.  Sviornr 
•tedt^  16  How.  803. 
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It  is  claimed,  however,  that  the  cause  of  action  in  the  pres- 
ent suit  is  not  the  same  as  the  cause  of  action  in  the  Pincknejr 
suit.  To  support  this  position  reference  is  made  to  the  case 
of  Chicago  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Malloryy  101  HI.  583,  where  it  was 
held  that  the  provision  in  the  charter  of  the  Chicago  and 
Iowa  Railroad  Company  for  holding  an  election  to  authorize 
subscriptions  and  donations  by  the  town  requires  such  elec- 
tion to  be  held  by  three  judges  and  two  clerks,  as  in  general 
elections,  and  that  an  election  at  a  town-meeting  presided 
over  by  one  moderator  and  with  only  one  clerk  is  void,  and 
confers  no  authority  to  issue  the  bonds.  The  election  in  the 
town  of  Mount  Morris,  which  authorized  the  issuance  of  the 
bonds  above  specified,  was  held  at  a  town-meeting  presided 
over  by  one  moderator,  and  therefore  falls  within  the  terms  of 
the  decision  in  the  Mallory  case.  It  is  too  late,  however,  to 
apply  the  doctrine  of  the  Mallory  case  to  the  Mount  Morris 
bonds. 

The  opinion  in  the  Pinckney  case  only  discusses  two  points: 

1.  Whetiier  the  constitution  of  1870  prohibited  a  donation  by 
a  town  to  a  railroad,  where  the  donation  was  authorized  by  a 
vote  of  the  people  before  the  adoption  of  the  constitution;  and 

2.  Whether  the  vote  in  favor  of  the  Mount  Morris  donation 
was  void  by  reason  of  defects  in  the  petition  for  the  election 
and  in  the  notice  of  the  election.  As  the  opinion  makes  no 
reference  to  the  point  discussed  in  the  Mallory  case,  as  the 
same  is  above  stated,  counsel  say  that  the  Pinckney  decision 
is  not  res  judicata  as  to  that  point.  We  are,  therefore,  asked 
to  set  aside  the  bonds  held  by  the  appellees  in  this  case,  be- 
cause the  election,  which  authorized  their  issuance,  was  held 
at  a  town-meeting  presided  over  by  one  moderator. 

The  value  of  a  plea  of  former  recovery  is  not  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  reasons  which  the  court  rendering  the  former 
decree  or  judgment  may  have  given  for  doing  so:  Oirardin  v. 
Deauj  49  Tex.  243;  Oreaihead  v.  Bromley,  7  Term  Rep.  456; 
BarreU  v.  Failingj  8  Or.  152;  Freeman  on  Judgments,  3d  ed., 
sec.  275;  Davis  v.  Takott,  12  N.  Y.  184.  Nor  is  such  former 
judgment  or  decree  conclusive  only  as  to  questions  actually 
and  formally  litigated.  It  is  conclusive  as  to  all  questions 
within  the  issue,  whether  formally  litigated  or  not.  In  Beloit 
V.  Morganj  7  Wall.  619,  it  is  said:  ''The  principle  of  res  judi- 
eoto  reaches  further.  It  extends  not  only  to  the  questions  of 
IJMst  and  of  law  which  were  decided  in  the  former  suit,  but 
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also  to  the  grounds  of  recovery  or  defense,  which  might  haT« 
been  but  were  not  presented." 

In  Rogers  v.  HigginB^  57  111.  244,  it  was  held:  "When  a 
complainant  in  chancery  presents  his  cause  of  action  before 
the  court,  he  should  bring  forward  and  urge  all  the  reasons 
which  then  existed  for  its  support.  After  a  determination 
of  the  suit,  the  controversy  cannot  be  reopened  to  hear  any 
additional  reason  which  before  existed,  and  was  within  the 
knowledge  of  the  party  in  support  of  the  same  cause  of  ac- 
tion. The  principle  of  rez  judicata  embraces  not  only  what 
has  actually  been  determined  in  the  former  suit,  but  also  ex- 
tends to  any  other  matter  properly  involved,  and  which  might 
have  been  raised  and  determined  in  it." 

To  the  same  effect  are  Ruegger  v.  Indianapolis  etc.  R.  R,  Co^ 
103  111.  449;  Hamilton  v.  Quimhy,  46  Id.  90;  Aurora  City  v. 
West^  7  Wall.  82;  McMicken  v.  Morgan^  9  La.  Ann.  208;  Preble 
V.  Board  of  Supervisors^  8  Biss.  358. 

We  think  the  point  now  raised  against  the  bonds  was  pre- 
sented by  the  pleadings  and  issues  in  the  Pinckney  suit,  and 
might  have  been  raised  and  determined  in  that  suit.    The 
bill  there  refers  to  the  sections  of  the  railroad  charter,  which 
provide  for  calling  the  election.    It  alleges  *Hhat  the  said  Bpe- 
cial  town-meeting  and  election,"  etc.,  "are  in  direct  conflict  with 
the  provisions  of  the  constitution  of  the  state,"  etc.     It  further 
alleges  that  the  "ballots  deposited  by  the  voters  of  said  town 
at  said  special  town-meeting  and  election  for  said  donation 
were  illegal  and  void  in  this,  that  the  said  voters  had  no  legal 
power  to  determine  by  the  casting  or  depositing  of  their  said 
ballots  as  aforesaid  at  said  special  town-meeting  and  election 
whether  the  said  town  should  ....  make  such  donation  of 
seventy-five  thousand  dollars,  or  to  bind,  ....  by  their  votes 
deposited  at  said  special  town-meeting  and  election,  the  said 
town  to  make  such  donation,  or  to  issue  their  said  bonds,"  etc. 
The  prayer  is,  that  the  town,  etc.,  "be  enjoined  from  making 
any  donation  in  bonds,  ....  under  and  in  pursuance  of  said 
special  town-meeting  and  election,"  etc.,  and  that  "said  spe- 
cial town-meeting  and  election  held  thereunder  may  be  de- 
creed to  be  altogether  null  and  void,"  etc.    The  answer  admitB 
the  provisions  of  the  charter,  as  alleged,  and  also  admits  the 
special  town-meeting  and  election;  and  avers  that  "said  spe- 
cial town-meeting  and  election  was  held,  conducted,  and  re- 
turn thereof  made  in  all  respects  as  required  by  law."    The 
decree  found  the  equities  for  the  complainants^  and  that  the 
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allegations  in  the  bill  were  true.  The  order  of  this  court  re* 
versed  the  decree,  and  dismisaed  the  bill* 

It  is  very  evident,  from  this  review,  that  the  validity  of  the 
election,  authorizing  the  bonds  to  be  executed,  was  at  issue  in 
the  Pinckney  suit.  Not  one  question  alone,  but  every  ques- 
tion affecting  the  validity  of  the  election,  was  there  at  issue. 
Under  the  issues  formed  by  the  pleadings,  the  question  whether 
the  election  should  have  been  conducted  as  a  general  election, 
with  three  judges  and  two  clerks,  instead  of  being  conducted 
as  a  town-meeting  election,  with  one  moderator  and  one  clerk, 
was  just  as  much  involved  as  the  question  in  regard  to  the 
sufficiency  of  the  petition  and  notice,  which  was  discussed  by 
this  court  in  its  opinion.  The  fact  that  the  point  afterwards 
decided  in  the  Mallory  case,  and  now  pressed  upon  our  atten- 
tion here,  was  not  brought  to  our  notice  in  the  Pinckney  case, 
does  not  destroy  the  force  of  the  Pinckney  decree  as  a  bar  to 
the  present  proceeding.  As  was  said  in  Preble  v.  Board  of 
Supervisors^  supra:  ''The  complainants  could  not  divide  their 
cause  of  action,  setting  up  one  ground  of  illegality  in  that  suit, 
and  if  they  failed  in  that,  bring  a  second  suit  for  a  like  pur- 
pose, setting  up  another  ground  of  illegality.  They  should 
have  disclosed  the  entire  wealth  of  their  case  at  once." 

Some  other  points  are  made  by  counsel  for  appellants,  but 
they  are  of  minor  importance,  and  we  do  not  deem  it  neces- 
sary to  discuss  them.  We  have  carefully  weighed  them,  and 
do  not  consider  them  to  be  well  taken.  If  there  were  no  other 
answer  to  them,  they  could  not  be  allowed  to  disturb  the  de- 
cree of  the  appellate  court  in  this  case,  for  the  reason  herein- 
after stated. 

This  record  shows  beyond  question  that  the  defendant  bond- 
holders are  purchasers  for  value  without  notice,  and  that  they 
bought  their  bonds  relying  on  the  Pinckney  decree.  This 
being  so,  we  have  no  power  to  now  declare  the  donation  void 
as  against  these  defendants,  even  though  the  decision  in  the 
Pinckney  case  was  wrong.  A  state  court  cannot  by  a  decis- 
ion, any  more  than  the  state  legislature  can  by  a  statute,  im- 
pair the  obligation  of  a  contract. 

By  a  series  of  decisions  between  1853  and  1859,  the  supreme 
court  of  Iowa  upheld  the  right  of  the  legislature  of  that  state 
to  authorize  municipal  corporations  to  subscribe  to  certain 
railroads,  and  to  issue  bonds  accordingly.  In  a  case  that 
came  before  it  after  1859,  that  court  overruled  its  former  de- 
cisions upon  that  subject.    In  Gelpeke  v.  City  of  Dubuque^  1 
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Wall.  175|  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  held  that 
the  last  decision  of  the  Iowa  court  could  not  affect  the  validity 
of  bonds  issued  and  put  upon  the  market  while  its  earlier  de- 
cisions were  in  force,  and  laid  down  the  doctrine,  which  has 
since  been  firmly  adhered  to,  that  if  a  contract,  when  made, 
was  valid  under  the  constitution  and  laws  of  a  state,  as  they 
had  been  previously  expounded  by  its  judicial  tribunala,  and 
as  they  were  understood  at  the  time,  no  subsequent  action  hj 
the  legislature  or  judiciary  can  impair  its  obligation:  Have- 
tneyer  v.  Iowa  Ct(y,  8  Wall.  294;  OkoU  v.  SupervisorSj  16  Id. 
678;  Oreen  County  y.  Conness^  109  U.  8. 104;  DougUusy.  County 
of  Pikej  101  Id.  677;  County  of  RoUa  v.  Douglass^  105  Id.  728; 
Stevens  v.  Pratt,  101  111.  206. 
The  judgment  of  the  appellate  court  is  affirmed. 


pRiom  JvDQianfr  d  Bah  to  HAUfRHAKOi  ow  Axothse  Aonov  wl 
inyol^M  the  qnMfciou  already  litigated,  or  which  might  have  been  litigated, 
in  the  former  aetioD:  Bdlr,  Jferrj/(eU;  4  Am.  8t  Rep.  496^  and  note  444. 

JvSGMBVT  XK  PBooBKDnio  TO  Ck>ifFXL  CzTT  TO  IssuB  BoHSfl^  detenaua- 
ing  it  to  be  the  doty  of  the  city  to  iiBiie  them,  ie  a  bar  to  any  qnaatioa 
which  mij^t  have  been  litigated  in  each  prooeeding:  See  note  to  D€  Vcm  ▼. 
Skkmomd,  96  Am.  Dec.  681  et  eeq. 


Lakb  Shobb  and  Miohigan  Southbbn  Bailboab 

Company  v.  Bbown. 

[128  iLLZHOra,  1011 

KiOLiomoi.  — LrviTATioR  to  a  Psbsoh  to  Bma  xh  ▲  DAHOSBOim  FuuMg 
given  by  the  eervanta  of  a  railway  company,  may  render  hie  apparent 
want  of  care  in  riding  in  each  place  the  negligence  of  the  canier.  He 
had  a  right  to  aesame  that  ita  aervanta  knew  what  waa  aafe,  provided 
the  act  which  he  did  on  their  advice  did  not  involve  a  reckleaa  ezpos- 
nre  of  himaelf,  and  waa  not  one  which  no  man  of  ordinary  pradenoe 
woolddo. 

Whieb  0ns  is  Put  in  ▲  Plaos  ow  Pbbil  bt  ths  Intitatiok  or  thi 
SisTAMTB  ow  A  Bailwat  Compant,  the  law  reqnirea  them  to  ezerciae 
a  degree  of  care  correaponding  to  the  danger  to  which  they  have  ezpoeed 
him.  If  they  are  about  to  make  "a  mnning  awitch,"  or  do  any  other 
act  frangfat  with  apodal  peril  to  him,  they  mnat  adviae  him  of  the  im- 
pending danger,  and  give  him  an  opportanity  to  guard  againat  or  escape 
from  it. 

IkocoB  A  Bailwat  Cab  n  not  Opebatxd  vor  thn  Pubposs  ow  Gabbt- 
mo  Pa8SBN0KB8»  yet  if  a  peraon  takea  paaaage  therein  by  the  invitation 
of  aervanta  in  charge  thereof,  they  thereupon  become  boond  to  operate 
the  train  in  anch  manner  aa  doe  care  and  caution  woold  aoggeat  for  hia 
aalety. 
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prescribing  the  duties  and  powers  of  its  employees,  must  be  brought  hoiiM 
to  the  knowledge  of  persons  before  they  can  be  affected  thereby. 
Railbqad  Covpakt  18  Answvrabls  tor  Acts  or  rrs  Sertaivts  in  the 
coarse  of  their  employment,  whether  abusing  or  rightfully  pursuing  the 
powers  conferred  on  them«  and  whether  acting  within  or  in  direct  viola- 
tion of  their  instructions. 

8BIFFER  ON    RaILWAT  BAB  THB   RiOHT  TO   ASSUME  that  pCTSOnS  foond  Ib 

charge  of  the  train  and  of  his  property  are  authorized  to  act  for  the  com* 
pany,  and  he  is  not  bound  to  stop  and  inquire  as  to  the  extent  of  their 
authority. 

OuBTou  Gw  Allowing  SHiFPSBa  of  Live-stock  to  Ride  upon  Engines, 
and  upon  ears  containing  such  stock,  is  admissible  in  evidence  as  tend- 
ing to  show  that  the  plaintiff  who  was  such  a  shipper,  had  a  right  to  be 
so  carried,  and  that  the  servants  of  the  company  who  so  carried  him  did 
so  by  its  authority. 

Fact  that  Injured  Railwat  Passenger  migbt  have  Avoided  Danger 
BT  PuRSuiNO  Another  and  Diftbrent  Mode  or  Travel  will  not  re- 
lieve the  company  from  liability  if  its  servants  invited  him  to  ride  on  its 
can  in  a  position  of  danger,  and  exposed  him  to  injury  by  their  want  of 


Pasbsngbr  6uilt7  07  Slight  Keougencoi  vat,  nevertheless.  Recover 
for  a  personal  injury  resulting  from  the  gross  negligence  of  the  carrier. 

Action  on  the  case  by  the  administratrix  of  Nelson  Brown, 
to  recover  damages  for  the  death  of  her  husband,  through  the 
negligence  of  defendant's  servants.  The  decedent  was,  and 
for  several  years  had  been,  a  shipper  of  stock  to  the  Union 
Stock  Yards  of  Chicago.  Defendant's  yard  was  about  three 
quarters  of  a  mile  from  the  stock-yards;  and  its  habit  was  to 
attach  cars  containing  stock  to  a  switch-engine,  and  thereby 
draw  them  over  the  tracks  of  the  Union  Stock  Yards  and 
Transit  Company  to  the  Union  Stock  Yards.  On  August  11, 
1881,  decedent,  accompanying  certain  cars  loaded  with  his 
stock,  reached  defendant's  yard,  where  the  caboose  in  which 
he  had  been  riding  was  detached  from  the  train,  and  the 
switch-engine  was  attached  thereto.  The  engineer  told  him  to 
get  on  this  engine.  He  did  so,  and  was  killed  while  the  ser- 
vants in  charge  of  the  train  were  trying  to  make  a  "running 
switch,"  and  under  the  circumstances  disclosed  in  the  opin- 
ion.   Judgment  for  plaintiff. 

C.  D.  Soya  and  P.  B.  Smith,  for  the  appellant 

0.  M.  Stevens  a/nd  O.  A.  Dv/pey,  for  the  appellee. 

Shope,  J.  This  was  an  action  by  appellee,  as  administra- 
trix of  Nelson  Brown,  deceased,  to  recover  damages  for  caus- 
ing the  death  of  said  deceased.  The  trial  in  the  superior 
court  of  Cook  County  resulted  in  a  verdict  for  plaintiff,  and 
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judgment  thereon.  Upon  appeal  to  the  appellate  court  for  flie 
firfit  district,  the  judgment  of  the  superior  court  was  affirmed, 
and  the  case  is  brought  here  by  the  further  appeal  of  the  rail- 
road company. 

If  the  case  was  properly  submitted  to  the  jury,  they,  by  the 
verdict  rendered,  necessarily  found  every  fact  material  to  a 
recovery  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffl  We  must  accept  the  gen- 
eral judgment  of  affirmance  as  settling  all  questioDS  of  fact 
favorably  to  the  plaintiff  below,  and  that  the  evidence  is  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  the  finding  of  the  jury,  under  the  issues,  as 
made  by  the  pleadings  in  the  case.  We  must  assume,  there- 
fore, that  plaintiff's  intestate  was  rightfully  a  passenger  on 
defendant's  train,  in  charge  of  his  stock,  and  had  a  right  to  be 
safely  carried  to  the  Union  Stock  Yards,  and  was,  as  between 
himself  and  defendant,  rightfully,  and  by  invitation  and  di- 
rection of  defendant,  by  its  servants  in  charge  of  bis  stock 
and  of  defendant's  engine,  on  the  foot-board  of  the  engine,  as 
alleged  in  the  declaration,  and  was,  at  the  time  of  his  injury, 
in  the  exercise  of  due  and  ordinary  care  for  his  safety,  and 
that  his  injury  and  death  were  caused  by  and  resulted  from 
the  gross  negligence  of  defendant's  servants  in  the  running, 
management,  and  operation  of  the  engine  upon  which  be  was 
so,  by  invitation,  rightfully  riding,  as  charged  in  the  declara- 
tion. Our  consideration  will,  therefore,  be  confined  to  ques- 
tions of  law  which  arise  upon  the  admission  and  exclusion  of 
evidence,  and  upon  instructions  given,  refused,  or  modified  at 
the  trial. 

The  principal  question,  and  the  one  of  greatest  difficulty, 
is  in  reference  to  the  alleged  negligence  of  the  deceased  in  get- 
ting upon  the  foot-board  of  the  switch-engine,  and  attempting, 
in  that  position,  to  ride  from  Forty-third  Street  to  the  stock- 
yards. Many  of  the  instructions  asked  by  appellant  proceed 
upon  the  theory  that  the  deceased  was  guilty  of  such  negli- 
gence, in  so  being  upon  the  foot-board  of  the  engine,  as  to  pre- 
vent a  recovery  by  his  personal  representative.  It  cannot  be 
said,  however,  that  the  deceased,  in  getting  on  the  foot-board 
of  the  engine,  and  remaining  there,  was  in  the  violation  of 
any  duty  imposed  upon  him  by  law;  nor  is  it  conceded  that, 
in  so  doing,  he  acted  with  less  circumspection  and  care  for 
his  personal  safety  than  would  have  been  observed  by  pru- 
dent and  ordinarily  careful  men  under  like  circumstances. 
Indeed,  this  is  the  sharply  controverted  question  in  the  case; 
and  the  question  of  negligence  was  therefore  a  question  of  fact 
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to  be  determined  by  tbe  jury,  upon  consideration  of  all  the 
facts  and  circumetances  proved:  Southecutem  lUinois  R*  R.  Co. 
▼.  Cmnor,  000  111.  000. 

Tbe  test  of  plaintiff's  right  of  recovery  in  tbis  case  was  tbe 
exercise,  by  tbe  deceased,  of  ordinary  care, — tbat  is,  sncb  care 
as  a  prudent  and  ordinarily  cautious  man  would  exercise  for 
his  personal  safety, — and  tbe  failure  of  appellant  to  exercise 
sucb  care,  and  tbat  by  reason  thereof  tbe  injury  and  death 
occurred.  It  cannot  be  said,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  a  pru- 
dent and  ordinarily  cautious  man  would  not,  under  any  cir- 
cumstances, ride  a  short  distance  upon  an  engine.  Experience 
has  shown  there  is  some  danger  in  the  safest  mode  of  railway 
travel;  and  it  cannot  be  said  that  one  must  not  take  a  particu- 
lar mode  of  carriage  because  it  is  dangerous.  Tbe  question 
can  only  be  determined,  as  before  stated,  by  a  consideration 
of  all  the  attending  circumstances. 

In  tbis  case  it  is  alleged  in  the  declaration,  and  the  jury 
have  found,  tbat  the  deceased  had  tbe  right  to  be  carried  over 
tbe  defendant's  road  to  the  stock-yards.  There  is  evidence 
tending  to  show  tbat  when  Forty-third  Street  was  reached  the 
caboose  in  which  he  had  been  riding  was  taken  away,  and  his 
car  of  stock  left  standing  on  appellant's  track;  that  it  was  the 
habit  or  custom  of  appellant  to  carry  tbe  attendants  of  stock 
from  that  point  to  the  stock-yards,  three  fourths  of  a  mile,  on 
the  stock-car  or  switch-engine  which  picked  up  tbe  stock-cars 
dropped  by  appellant's  trains  at  Forty-third  Street,  and  took 
them  to  the  stock-yards;  that  deceased  had  been  engaged  in 
shipping  stock  over  appellant's  road  for  several  years;  that 
no  other  mode  of  transportation  was  provided  by  appellant 
from  Forty-third  Street  to  tbe  stock-yards;  that  the  yard- 
master  of  appeUant  directed  the  engineer  of  the  switch-engine 
to  go  and  get  the  '^  drover "  and  his  car  of  stock,  which  be  did, 
at  tbe  same  time  directing  the  deceased  to  get  on  the  engine; 
tbat  in  pursuance  of  such  direction  the  deceased  got  on  tbe 
foot-board  of  the  engine.  It  appears,  also,  that  after  getting 
under  headway,  the  speed  of  the  engine  was  checked  and  the 
coupling-pin  pulled,  when  the  engine  was  thrown  or  ^'jerked" 
forward  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  running  switch.  By  the 
sudden  and  violent  motion  thus  given  to  the  engine,  the  de- 
ceased was  thrown  from  tbe  foot-board  upon  tbe  track,  and 
was  run  over  by  the  car  of  stock  from  which  the  engine  had 
just  been  detached,  and  so  injured  that  death  ensued. 

In  determining  whether  the  deceased  being  upon  the  foot- 
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board  was  negligence,  it  became  competent  for  the  jury  to 
ooneidery  not  only  the  acts  of  the  deceased,  but  also  the  acts 
of  the  servants  of  the  company,  not  alone  in  respect  to  their 
management  of  the  train,  but  as  connected  with  the  acts  com- 
plained of  as  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  deceased.    There 
may  be  fault  on  the  part  of  the  carrier  in  putting  the  passenger 
in  a  place  of  unnecessary  hazard,  or  in  giving  him  assurance  of 
safety  and  the  like,  which  might  render  the  apparent  want  of 
care  of  a  passenger  the  negligence  of  the  carrier.    It  is  said 
in  Pierce  on  Railroads,  329,  that  "  the  direction,  invitation,  or 
assurance  of  safety  given  by  a  servant  of  the  company  may  so 
qualify  a  plaintiff's  act  as  to  relieve  it  of  the  quality  of  negli- 
gence which  it  would  otherwise  have.    This  has  been  more 
generally  held  in  the  case  of  passengers  who  are  in  charge  of 
the  company,  and  have  a  right  to  assume  that  its  servants 
know  what  is  safe.  .....  But  notwithstanding  such  directioui 

invitation,  or  assurance,  the  plaintiff  will  not  be  excused  in 
following  it|  if  the  act  involves  a  reckless  exposure  of  himself 
or  is  one  which  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence  would  not  da" 
Deering,  in  his  Law  of  Negligence,  section  24,  says:  ''One  who 
obeys  the  instructions  or  directions  of  another  upon  whose 
assurance  he  has  a  right  to  rely,  cannot  be  charged  with  con- 
tributory negligence  at  the  instance  of  such  other,  in  an  action 
against  him  for  injuries  received  in  attempting  to  follow  out 
the  instructions  ";  citing  in  support  of  the  text  Pennsylvania 
B.  R,  Co.  V.  McCloBhey,  23  Pa.  St.  526;  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co. 
V.  Hendersonjbl  Id. 315;  8i.  Louie  R. R. Co, v.  Cantrelly 37  Ark. 
519;  40  Am.  Rep.  105;  Louisville  R.  R.  Co.  v.  KeUyy  92  Ind. 
871;  47  Am.  Rep.  149;  Poole  v.  Chicago  Ry  Co,y  53  Wis.  657; 
Chance  v.  St.  Louie  etc.  Ry  Co.j  10  Mo.  App.  357. 

In  Wilton  v.  Middlesex  R.  R.  Co.,  107  Mass.  108,  9  Am.  Rep. 
11,  the  plaintiff,  a  girl  nine  years  old,  was  walking  with  other 
girls  along  defendant's  track,  and  one  of  defendant's  cars 
came  slowly  along  the  track,  and  the  driver  beckoned  to  the 
girls  to  get  on,  which  they  did.  By  a  jerk  of  the  car  the 
plaintiff  lost  her  balance,  and  fell  and  was  injured.  It  was 
admitted  in  that  case  that  plaintiff  was  not  a  passenger  for 
hire.  The  court  says:  ''In  accepting  the  invitation  and  get- 
ting upon  the  car,  we  think  she  [plaintiff]  was  not  a  tres- 
passer, there  being  no  evidence  of  collusion  between  her  and 
the  driver  to  defraud  the  corporation.  A  master  is  bound  by 
the  acts  of  his  servants  in  the  course  of  his  employment 
....  If,  in  violation  of  his  instructions,  he  permits  persons 
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to  ride  without  pay,  he  Ib  guilty  of  a  breach  of  duty  as  a 
eervant.  Such  act  is  not  oue  outside  of  his  duty,  but  is  an 
act  within  the  general  scope  of  his  agency,  for  which  he  is 
Tesponsible  to  his  master. ,  In  the  case  at  bar  the  invitation 
to  the  plaintiff  to  ride  was  an  act  within  the  general  scope  of 
the  driver's  employment,  and  if  she  accepted  it  innocently, 
Bhe  was  not  a  trespasser.  It  is  immaterial  that  the  driver  was 
acting  contrary  to  his  instructions/' 

If  the  deceased,  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  was  in  a  place 
of  peril,  that  fact  was  known  to  appellant's  servants.  If  he 
was  there  by  their  invitation  or  direction,  the  law  would  re- 
quire of  them  the  exercise  of  a  degree  of  care  corresponding 
to  the  danger  to  which  they  had  thus  exposed  him.  The  care 
ordinarily  required  of  a  carrier  of  passengers  is  to  be  measured 
by  the  known  peril  to  the  party  it  undertakes  to  carry.  The 
proof  shows  that  the  making  of  a  running  switch  is  usually 
attended  with  danger,  and  would  be  especially  so  to  persons 
standing  upon  the  foot-board  of  the  engine.  This  was  known 
to  appellant's  servants,  but  is  not  shown  to  have  been  known 
by  deceased.  Nor  is  it  shown  that  be  knew  or  was  told  a  run- 
ning switch  was  to  be  made.  It  became  the  duty,  then,  of  the 
servants  of  appellant  to  advise  deceased  of  the  facts  before 
attempting  the  running  switch,  so  that  he  might  have  taken 
extra  precaution  or  have  gotten  off  the  engine  before  the 
switch  was  attempted.  In  this  connection,  the  eighth  instruc* 
tion  asked  by  appellant  is  as  follows: — 

"The  jury  are  instructed  that  if  they  believe,  from  the  evi- 
dence, that  the  said  Nelson  Brown  got  upon  the  car  in  question 
for  the  purpose  of  riding  to  the  stock-yards,  and  that  the  en- 
gine was  drawing  a  car  loaded  with  stock,  and  that  neither 
said  engine  or  car  was  run  or  operated  for  the  purpose  of  car- 
rying passengers,  then  the  defendant  was  not  bound  to  run  or 
operate  said  engine  and  car  in  any  other  than  the  usual  and 
ordinary  manner  for  the  conveyance  of  stock,  and  the  said 
Nelson  Brown  assumed  the  ordinary  perils  attending  the  oper- 
ation of  the  same  in  the  usual  manner;  and  if  the  jury  be- 
lieve, from  the  evidence,  that  the  same  was  operated  in  the 
usual  and  ordinary  manner,  and  that  the  injury  was  the  result 
of  the  usual  and  ordinary  peril  attending  such  operation,* 
then  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover." 

Which  instruction  the  court  modified  by  inserting  at  the 
star  the  words,  "  and  not  through  the  carelessness  and  negli- 
gence of  the  servants  of  the  defendant."    The  modification  is 
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claimed  to  have  been  error.  We  do  not  think  it  was  enone* 
0U8.  Ab  originally  drawn,  the  instruction  I^  oat  of  ooofiid- 
eration  the  question  of  defendant's  negligence.  There  was 
eyidence  that  attendants  of  stock  were  carried  to  the  stock* 
yards  on  such  trains,  and  that  the  deceased  was  upon  this 
engine  by  direction  of  those  in  charge  of  it.  The  court  might 
very  properly,  in  view  of  this  evidence,  have  refused  this  in* 
Btruction  altogether.  If  the  train  was  not  operated  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  passengers,  yet  if  those  in  charge  thereof 
assumed  to  carry  the  deceased  Uiereon,  and  he  was  upon  the 
same  by  their  invitation  and  direction,  it  cannot  be  said,  as  a 
matter  of  law,  they  were  not  bound  to  operate  the  same  in  any 
other  than  the  ''usual  and  ordinary  manner  for  the  convey- 
ance of  stock."  Under  such  circumstances,  they  were  bound 
to  operate  the  train  in  such  manner  as  due  care  and  caution 
would  suggest  for  the  safety  of  the  passenger.  Even  if  de* 
ceased  was  wrongfully  upon  the  engine,  and  was  permitted  to 
remain  there,  that  would  not  justify  gross  negligence  in  oper- 
ating the  engine  and  car,  or  the  want  of  the  exercise  of  ordi- 
nary care  to  prevent  injury  to  him. 

It  is  also  urged  that  the  court  erred  in  refusing  to  admit 
evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  engineer  or  yard-master  of 
appellant  had  no  authority  to  allow  persons,  other  than  em- 
ployees, to  ride  on  engines  or  freight-cars  of  which  they  were  in 
charge;  and  the  second,  third,  fourth,  and  sixth  of  appeUant's 
instructions  related  to  this  question,  and  were  refused  by  the 
court,  which  is  also  assigned  for  error.  The  rules  of  the  com- 
pany were  admitted  in  evidence.  The  private  rules  and  regu- 
lations of  a  railway  company,  prescribing  the  duty  and  power 
of  its  servants  and  employees,  cannot  affect  persons  having  no 
notice  of  them.  It  is  said,  in  Pierce  on  Railroads,  pages  277, 
278:  "The  company  is  liable  for  the  acts  of  its  servants  in  the 
course  of  their  employment,  both  in  the  rightful  use  and  in 
the  abuse  of  the  powers  conferred  upon  them;  and  when  they 
keep  within  the  course  of  their  employment,  it  is  responsible 
.for  their  negligence  or  wrongful  act,  although  they  are  acting 
against  its  instructions,  or  even  willfully."  See,  to  the  same 
effect,  Wilton  v.  Middlesex  R.  R.  Co.j  107  Mass.  108;  9  Am. 
Bep.  11;  125  Mass.  130;  Higgins  v.  Watervliet  Turnpike  and 
R.  R.  Co.,  46  N.  Y.  23;  7  Am.  Rep.  293;  Shea  v.  Sixth  Avenue 
R.  R.  Co.,  62  N.  Y.  186;  20  Am.  Bep.  480;  Cohen  v.  Dry  Dock 
etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  69  N.  Y.  170;  Jefferson  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Rogen,  S& 
Ind.  116;  10  Am.  Rep.  103. 
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Those  dealing  with  the  company  can  only  judge  of  the  power 
giyen  to  its  agents  and  its  servants  from  appearances  and  the 
position  and  acts  of  such  employees.    Under  the  circumBtances 
in  this  case,  the  deceased  might  well  have  supposed  that  those 
in  charge  of  the  switch-engine  and  his  car  of  stock  bad  au- 
thority from  the  company  to  act  for  it  in  the  business  in  which 
they  were  engaged.    There  was  evidence  tending  to  sbow,  as 
found  by  the  jury  and  appellate  court,  as  has  been  seen,  that 
the  deceased  had  a  right  to  be  transported  over  appellant's 
road  to  the  stock-yards.    On  arrival  at  Forty-third  Street  this 
was  but  partially  performed,  and  the  engineer  and  switchman 
were  carrying  out  and  completing  this  contract  of  carriage, 
and  were  apparently  in  the  discharge  of  that  duty.    Seeing 
the  caboose-car,  in  which  he  had  reached  Forty-third  Street, 
detached,  and  the  switch-engine  attached  to  his  car  of  hogs, 
and  it  being  the  custom  of  appellant  to  take  the  shippers  of 
stock  upon  such  car  or  engine,  he  had  the  right  to  suppose,  if 
he  knew  nothing  to  the  contrary,  that  those  in  charge  of  the 
engine  and  of  his  stock  were  authorized  to  act  for  appellant. 
He  was  not  bound,  as  a  matter  of  law,  to  stop  and  inquire  as 
to  the  extent  of  their  authority  to  act:  8u  Louis^  AlioUy  and 
Chicago  R.  R.  Co.  v.  DaUyy,  19  111.  853. 

It  is  also  urged  that  the  trial  court  erred  in  admitting  evi- 
dence of  the  custom  of  appellant  in  allowing  shippers  of  live- 
stock to  ride  upon  its  engines  and  cars  containing  stock,  from 
Forty-third  Street  to  the  Union  Stock  Yards.  It  is  averred  in 
the  declaration  that  deceased  had  a  right  to  be  carried  with 
his  stock  over  appellant's  road  to  the  Union  Stock  Yards,  and 
that  he  was  rightfully,  and  by  direction  of  appellant,  by  its 
servants,  upon  the  foot-board  of  the  engine,  in  transit  to  his 
destination,  at  the  time  of  his  injury.  It  is  shown  that  usually 
a  shipper's  pass  is  given;  but  if,  as  part  of  the  contract  of 
shipment  of  stock,  an  attendant  is  to  be  carried,  his  right  to 
passage  would  be  as  perfect  if  no  pass  was  given  as  if  that 
formality  bad  been  observed.  The  averment  of  the  declara- 
tion is  broad  enough  to  admit  any  legitimate  proof  tending  to 
show  the  right  of  the  deceased  to  be  upon  the  engine  at  the 
time  of  the  alleged  injury.  If  it  was  the  usual  custom  or 
habit  of  the  carrier  to  transport  the  shippers  of  live-stock  in 
this  way,  and  the  deceased  knew  of  such  custom,  we  are  not 
prepared  to  say  that  evidence  tending  to  show  the  habit  of  the 
company  in  this  regard  would  not  be  competent,  as  tending  to 
show  the  authority  of  the  servants  of  appellant  in  charge  to 
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thus  carry  the  deceased,  as  well  as  tending  to  show  that  the 
deceased,  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  was  a  paasengsr  for  re- 
ward.   We  think  the  evidence  was  competent. 

Appellant  offered  to  prove  there  was  a  line  of  public  street- 
cars from  its  tracks  at  Forty-third  Street  to  the  Union  Stock 
Yards,  which,  upon  objection,  the  court  refused  to  allow.  In 
view  of  the  issue,  this  evidence  was  wholly  immaterial.  If  the 
deceased  had  engaged  passage  on  appellant's  road  to  the  stock- 
yards, and  had  a  right  to  be  carried  there,  as  alleged,  he  was 
under  no  obligation,  at  his  own  expense,  to  pursue  a  different 
route.  If  the  company  furnished  a  dangerous  mode,  and  if 
its  servants  in  charge,  with  apparent  authority,  directed  the 
deceased  to  take  passage  on  its  engine,  it  cannot  escape  lia- 
bility for  an  injury  to  him  through  the  negligence  or  careless- 
ness of  its  servants,  by  showing  that  he  might  have  procured 
passage  by  some  other  line  of  trdvel.  It  cannot  be  said  that 
a  party  who  engages  passage  on  a  freight  train,  and  is  in- 
jured while  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  through  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  servants  operating  the  same,  is  chargeable  with 
such  contributory  negligence  as  will  defeat  his  right  of  recov- 
ery, merely  because  a  passenger  train  or  a  street- car  line 
might  have  afforded  him  a  safer  mode  of  travel.  Assuming 
the  deceased  had  a  right  to  be  safely  carried  by  appellant  to 
the  stock-yards,  he  had  a  right  to  suppose  that  he  would  not 
be  assigned  to  a  place  of  extra  hasard  or  peril,  and  that,  to 
whatever  place  assigned,  reasonable  care  would  be  exercised 
to  protect  him  from  injury:  Spooner  v.  Brooklyn  City  R.  £. 
Co.,  64  N.  Y.  230;  13  Am.  Rep.  670.  It  is  manifest  when  de- 
ceaised  got  upon  the  engine  by  direction  of  the  servants  of 
appellant,  he  did  not  know  that  a  running  switch  was  to  be 
made,  and  also  that  the  injury  occurred  in  consequence  of  the 
attempt  to  make  such  switch.  As  we  have  seen,  if  he  was  in 
a  hazardous  position,  and  the  danger  to  him  was  increased  by 
the  manner  of  the  operation  of  the  engine,  he  should  have 
been  informed  in  time  to  have  enabled  him  to  seek  a  place  of 
greater  safety,  or  to  have  left  the  engine. 

What  is  here  said  will  dispose  of  the  alleged  error  in  refus- 
ing defendant's  seventeenth  instruction,  which  was  to  the 
effect  that  if  there  was  a  street-car  line  that  deceased  might 
have  taken  to  reach  his  destination,  and  he  knew  of  it,  and 
that  he  attempted  to  ride  on  the  foot-board  of  the  engine,  and 
was  injured,  plaintiff  could  not  recover.  This  instruction  is 
objectionable  in  ignoring  entirely  the  question  of  defendant's 
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mcey  and  in  assuming  that  the  facts  therein  stated  con- 
stitote,  as  a  matter  of  law,  such  negligence  as  would  preclude 
a  recovery. 

It  is  also  urged  the  court  erred  in  not  allowing  appellant  to 
prove  by  Mr.  Amsden  that  the  position  on  the  foot-board  of 
the  engine  was  dangerous.  The  witnesses  Payne  and  Smith 
had  both  testified  to  that  fact,  and  it  was  nowhere  contro- 
verted in  the  case.  The  refusal,  therefore,  to  permit  appellant 
to  accumulate  evidence  upon  this  point  would  not  be  a  revers- 
able  error. 

It  is  also  urged  that  the  court  erred  in  giving  the  plaintiff's 
second  and  third  instructions.  Three  objections  are  urged  to 
these  instructions:  1.  That  they  authorize  a  recovery  if  the 
deceased  was  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  while  on  the  en- 
gine, excluding,  it  is  said,  a  consideration  of  his  negligence  in 
placing  himself  in  that  position;  2.  That  the  instructions  as- 
sume that  the  defendant's  servants  were  guilty  of  negligence 
in  the  running  and  handling  of  the  engine;  and  3.  That  they 
base  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover  upon  the  negligence  of 
defendant's  servants  in  running  and  handling  the  enginCi 
'^without  confining  it  to  the  specific  negligence  named  in  the 
declaration."  None  of  the  objections  are  tenable.  The  in- 
structions are  as  follows: — 

"  2.  The  court  instructs  the  jury,  that  if  they  believe  from 
the  evidence  that  Nelson  Brown,  flie  deceased,  was  rightfully 
on  the  defendant's  engine,  as  is  alleged  in  the  declaration  in 
this  cause,  and  that  while  he  was  on  said  engine  he  was  using 
ordinary  care  on  his  part  for  his  personal  safety,  and  was,  by 
and  through  the  carelessness  and  negligence  of  the  defendant's 
servants  in  running  and  handling  said  engine,  thrown  from 
said  engine  and  injured,  from  which  said  injuries  the  said 
Nelson  Brown  died,  then  the  jury  should  find  for  the  plaintiff, 
and  give  her  such  damages  as  they  deem  a  fair  and  just  com- 
pensation, with  reference  to  the  pecuniary  injuries  resulting 
from  such  death  to  the  wife  and  next  of  kin  of  the  said  de* 
ceased,  not  exceeding  five  thousand  dollars. 

"  8.  The  court  instructs  the  jury,  that  if  they  believe  from 
the  evidence  that  Nelson  Brown,  deceased,  was  the  husband 
of  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit,  and  that  the  said  Nelson  Brown 
was  rightfully  upon  the  defendant's  engine  by  the  invitation 
and  direction  of  the  conductor  and  manager  of  the  same,  and 
he  was  using  ordinary  care  for  bis  safety,  and  was,  by  and 
through  the  carelessness  and  negligence  of  the  defendant's 
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■enrants  in  mnning  and  handling  the  said  engine,  thrown 
from  the  said  engine  to  the  ground,  and  run  over  by  a  car  and 
injured,  from  which  injuries  the  said  Nelson  Brown  afterward 
died,  then  the  jury  will  find  for  the  plaintiff,  and  assess  her 
damages  at  such  sum  as  they  believe,  from  all  the  evidence, 
she  has  sustained,  not  exceeding  five  thousand  dollars." 

The  jury  were  required  to  find  that  the  deceased  was  right- 
fully on  the  defendant's  engine,  as  alleged  in  the  declara- 
tion. 

In  respect  to  the  second  objection,  the  instmctionB  under 
consideration  went  to  the  jury  with  many  for  appellant^  among 
which  (the  sixteenth)  was  the  following; —    . 

*'  The  jury  are  instructed,  that  if  they  believe,  from  the  evi- 
dence, that  a  man  of  ordinary  care  and  prudence  would  not 
ride  upon  a  locomotive  engine  in  the  position  and  manner  that 
said  Nelson  Brown  was  shown  to  have  been  riding  at  the  time 
of  the  accident,  and  you  further  believe,  firom  die  evidence,  that 
his  injury  was  caused  by  his  not  exercising  ordinary  care  and 
prudence,  then  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover/' 

We  do  not  think  the  jury  could  have  understood  plaintiff's 
instructions  as  holding  that  she  might  recover  although  her 
intestate  was  guilty  of  negligence  in  getting  upon  the  foot- 
board of  the  engine,  or  remaining  there  up  to  the  time  of  the 
accident,  and  especially  so  when  considered  in  connection 
with  the  one  above  quoted  and  given  for  defendant.  The 
question  of  the  negligence  of  defendant  was,  by  plaintiff's  in- 
structions, fairly  submitted  to  the  jury  as  a  question  of  &ct, 
to  be  determined  from  the  evidence. 

There  is  no  force  in  the  third  objection.  The  negligence 
charged  was  in  respect  of  the  manner  of  running  and  oper- 
ating the  engine  in  making  the  running  switch.  The  jury 
could  not  have  understood  these  instructions,  in  the  light  of 
the  evidence,  as  referring  to  any  other  acts  of  negligence  than 
those  charged  in  the  declaration. 

The  refusal  of  the  ninth  instruction  asked  by  appellant  is 
also  assigned  for  error.    It  was  as  follows: — 

"  The  jury  are  instructed  that  the  defendant  was  under  no 
obligation  to  furnish  the  said  Nelson  Brown  transportation 
from  its  track  to  the  stock-yards,  and  in  getting  upon  the  en- 
gine used  for  the  transportation  of  the  car-load  of  stock,  for  the 
purpose  of  riding  to  the  stock-yards,  he  assumed  the  (tfdinary 
risks  and  perils  of  that  mode  of  travel,  and  if  the  jury  believe, 
firom  the  evidence,  that  his  injury  was  the  result  of  the  usual 
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and  ordinary  peri]  attending  snch  mode  of  travel,  then  the 
plaintiff  cannot  recover." 

There  was,  at  least,  evidence  tending  to  show  that  appellant 
was  to  carry  the  deceased  to  such  yards,  and  the  instruction 
was  faulty  in  assuming  the  contrary  as  a  matter  of  law.  The 
instruction  was  modified  by  submitting  the  question  of  the 
obligation  of  appellant  to  furnish  transportation  of  the  deceased 
to  the  stock-yards,  to  the  jury,  to  be  found  by  them  upon  the 
evidence,  and  also  submitting  to  the  jury  the  question  of  the 
negligence  of  appellant  in  causing  the  injury  to  the  deceased. 
In  this  there  was  no  error. 

The  fifteenth  instruction,  as  asked,  was  as  follows: — 

**The  jury  are  instructed  that  if  the  said  Nelson  Brown 
intended  to  ride  upon  the  engine  or  car,  common  prudence 
dictated  that  he  should  put  himself  in  the  safest  place  possible, 
and  if  the  jury  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  it  was  obvious 
to  a  person  of  ordinary  prudence  that  the  place  where  said 
Blown  stationed  himself  to  ride  was  much  more  dangerous 
than  the  position  on  the  top  of  the  car,  then  he  was  guilty  of 
negligence,  and  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover." 

This  instruction  was  modified,  and  given,  and  it  is  not 
claimed  that  the  modification  is  erroneous,  but  it  is  said  that 
the  instruction  should  have  been  given  as  asked,  and  that  its 
modification  was  therefore  error.  What  would  have  been  'Hhe 
safest  place  possible,"  is  a  matter  about  which  men  equally 
prudent  might  widely  differ.  Therefore,  what  common  pru- 
dence dictates  in  a  particular  case  is  ordinarily  a  question  of 
fact  In  addition  to  this,  the  instruction,  as  asked,  wholly 
ignores  the  question  whether  the  deceased  did  not  take  the 
position  he  did  by  direction  of  appellant's  servants  in  charge 
of  the  train,  and  of  their  negligence  in  operating  the  same. 
The  modification  properly  left  the  question  of  Brown's  negli- 
gence, and  that  of  the  appellant,  to  the  jury,  to  be  determined 
by  them  from  the  evidence. 

What  has  already  been  said  will  dispose  of  the  modifica- 
tion made  to  appellant's  nineteenth  and  twentieth  instruc- 
tions. 

The  first,  second,  third,  fifth,  sixth,  seventh,  fourteenth, 
seventeenth,  and  eighteenth  instructions  asked  by  appellant 
were  refused,  and  the  propriety  of  this  ruling  is  also  ques- 
tioned. As  already  said,  some  of  them  proceed  upon  the 
theory  that  the  acts  of  Brown,  in  being  upon  the  foot-board  of 
the  engine,  was  such  contributory  negligence  as  would,  as  a 
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matter  of  law,  prevent  a  recovery.    What  has  been  said 
dispenae  with  the  necessity  of  their  separate  coosideratioo. 
The  first  instruction,  however,  is  as  follows: — 

"  The  jury  are  instructed  that  the  evidence  in  the  case  will 
not  sustain  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  their  verdict  sboold, 
therefore,  he  for  the  defendant" 

Such  an  instruction  will  not  be  given  where  there  is  evi- 
dence  tending  to  prove  the  material  facts  necessary  to  main* 
tain  the  issues  for  plaintiff,  from  which  the  jury  may  find  the 
facts  essential  to  a  recovery.  There  being,  as  we  have  seen, 
evidence  in  this  case  tending  to  prove  the  issues  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff,  the  court  properly  refused  the  instruction. 

The  second  refused  instruction,  which  was  to  the  effect  that 
if  the  jury  believed,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  rules  of  the 
company  forbade  the  engineer  in  its  service  to  allow  any  per- 
son not  in  its  employment  to  ride  upon  its  engine,  etc.,  then 
the  deceased  was  not  rightfully  upon  the  engine,  and  the 
plaintiff  could  not  recover;  and  also  the  third,  fourth,  and 
sixth  of  appellant's  series,  refused,  have  been  heretofore  con- 
sidered. Each  of  these  instructions  ignored  the  knowledge  of 
the  deceased  of  the  rules  of  the  company,  and  of  the  apparent 
authority  of  the  engineer  to  act  in  respect  of  the  matter  therein 
mentioned,  and  preclude  a  recovery,  although  the  injury  may 
have  been  the  result  of  the  gross  negligence  of  the  company, 
and  the  deceased  may,  under  the  circumstances  shown  by  the 
evidence,  have  been  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care. 

Appellant's  fifth  instruction  is  as  follows:  *'It  is  all^;ed, 
and  proved,  that  the  deceased  undertook  to  ride  on  defend- 
ant's engine  from  the  main  line  of  defendant's  road  to  the 
Union  Stock  Yards;  the  court  instructs  you,  as  a  matter  of 
law,  that  in  this  position  he  was  not  a  passenger  on  defend- 
ant's train,  and  could  not  claim  any  of  the  rights  of  a  passen- 
ger; and  it  will  make  no  difference  that  the  engineer's  helper 
invited  or  permitted  him  to  ride  on  the  engine.  If  he  did 
permit  or  invite  him  to  do  so,  he  knew  it  was  not  the  place 
furnished  by  the  defendant  company  for  passengers  to  ride, 
and  in  taking  that  position  he  assumed  all  the  risks  and 
perils  incident  to  that  method  of  travel." 

It  cannot  be  said,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the  deceased  was 
not  a  passenger  on  the  defendant's  train.  Whether  he  was  a 
passenger  depended  upon  the  facts  proved.  If  the  company 
gave  the  deceased  a  pass  to  the  stock-yards,  or  engaged  to 
take  him  there  over  its  road,  and  its  servants,  clothed  with 
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apparent  authority  to  act  for  the  company  in  that  regard, 
directed  him  to  take  passage  on  the  engine,  and  undertook  to 
carry  him  on  the  same,  these  facts  were  proper  to  be  con- 
sidered by  the  jury  in  determining  whether  the  deceased  was 
a  passenger,  or  not.  While  the  company  may  not,  upon  their 
freight  trains  or  locomotives,  ordinarily  take  passengers,  or 
hold  them  out  to  the  public  for  that  purpose,  yet  if  the  com* 
pany,  through  its  authorized  agents,  accept  a  passenger  for 
reward  upon  such  trains  or  engines,  there  is  neither  reason 
nor  authority  for  holding-  that  they  are  not  bound  to  exercise 
reasonable  care  and  diligence  for  the  safety  of  such  passen* 
gers.    The  instruction  was  properly  refused. 

The  seventh  instruction  was  properly  refused,  because  it 
made  the  plaintiff's  right  of  recovery  depend  upon  the  author- 
ity of  the  switchman  or  engineer  to  direct  the  deceased  to  take 
passage  upon  the  engine,  without  reference  to  his  apparent 
authority,  and  whether  the  deceased  knew  of  such  want  of 
authority,  or  not 

Appellant's  fourteenth  instruction  is  substantially  identical 
with  the  fifteenth,  as  asked,  which  has  been  heretofore  con- 
sidered, and,  for  the  reason  there  assigned,  was  properly 
refused.  Whether  the  position  occupied  by  him  upon  the 
foot-board  of  the  engine  was  not  absolutely  the  safest  place  he 
could  occupy  upon  that  train  matters  not,  if  he  was  not,  under 
the  circumstances,  shown  guilty  of  negligence  in  accepting  it. 
It  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  a  passenger  guilty  of  some 
negligence,  slight  in  its  character,  cannot  recover  for  the  per- 
sonal injury  resulting  from  the  gross  negligence  of  the  carrier: 
Chicago  and  Alton  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson j  116  HI.  206;  Calumet 
Iron  and  Steel  Co.  v.  Martin,  115  Id.  858;  United  States  RcUing 
Stock  Co.  V.  WUdeTj  116  Id.  100.  This  instruction,  also,  en- 
tirely ignores  the  alleged  carelessness  or  negligence  of  appel- 
lant's servants  in  operating  the  engine.  The  same  objection 
obtains  to  appellant's  eighteenth  refused  instruction. 

Taking  into  consideration  the  peculiar  facts  of  this  case,  to 
which  the  law  has  been  applied  by  the  trial  court  with  sub- 
stantial accuracy,  we  find  no  such  error  in  the  record  as  will 
authorize  a  reversal,  and  the  judgment  of  the  appellate  court 
will  therefore  be  aflSirmed. 

PXBSQN  Rmnro  m  Davoxroxts  Flaoi  bt  Invitation  or  Servants  of 
'RA^r^l^^^  OoHPANT  ia  entitled  to  nme  care  m  if  be  were  in  a  proper  place 
onapeMsnflwtrain;  Seeifo^v.  MiaBouri  Padjie^y  Co,,  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  706^ 
whffre  plaintitf  rode  upon  a  freight  train  at  the  invitation  of  the  oondnotori 
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Mad  InUrmthml  etc  A  B.  Cb.  t.  CmI^  2  Id.  S21,  where  plaintiff  rods  vpoo  a 
luuid-ear  m  a  pewenger  at  the  uTitatioa  of  thoee  who  were  managing  it.  A 
person  taking  paaaage  on  a  freight  train,  with  knowledge  of  riaka  and  inoon- 
▼enienoei^  ia  boond  to  be  more  careful  in  gnaiding  againat  xnjniy  than  he 
wonld  be  in  trareling  upon  ordinary  paaaenger-ean:  WaUaee  t.  Wtttmrm  If. 
<7.  B.  J2.  Co.,  2  AnL  St  Rep.  846. 

Pambiioir  b  mot  AfiacTBD  BT  Purm  Bulb  ion  Quxdancb  of  Em. 
normn  of  railroad  oompany»  nnleaa  they  are  bron^t  to  hia  notioo:  Sea  Jfo- 
Oee  r.  Mimomri  Paef/ie  JTy  Cb.,  1  Am.  St.  Bep.  708. 

SUGin  COHTRIBUTORT    NlOLZGUVCB,   WmOH  18  HOT  CUUBLT  SbOWK  to 

have  contribated  to  the  injury,  will  not  defeat  pUintiflTa  rj^t  to  reoorer, 
Kriiere  defendant  haa  been  groady  negligent:  WkkHattc  B.  A  Oik  r,  Ikam, 
I  AnL  81  Bap.  278w 


YlLLAOB   OF  DeS   PlAIKES   V.    PoTEB. 

[Ul  lUJHOia.  SM.J 

MuincsPAL  OoBroRixioM  VAT  voT  Dbolabb  That  to  bb  ▲  Nvnairei 
Which  dt  Pior  za  bot,  though  it  ia  by  law  en^owared  to  dadan  what 
ahallbe  anniaanoe. 

4)UHR10H    WMBTHMn    ▲    ThZBO    IB   A    KuiBAKCB    HUBT   BB    SbITLBD    AS    A 

QuBsnoB  07  Fact,  ahd  bot  of  Law. 

KUUAMOBB. — PCBUO   PlGMIOB   AHD   DaNOBB   ABB    HOT    DT    TRBER   HaTDBB 

NmBAHOBBs  and  an  ordinanee  declaring  them  to  be  nniaancea  ia  ▼onL 

Pbobbcution  against  the  defendant  for  violating  the  ordi- 
nance  set  forth  in  the  opinion.    Judgment  for  defendant. 

Stiles  and  lAhoUj  and  C.  8.  Cutting^  for  the  appellant. 

John  Oibbon8f  for  the  appellee. 

ScHOLriBLD,  J.    The  only  question  involyed  in  the  present 
case  is  the  validity  of  the  following  ordinance: — 

"Sec.  1.  That  all  public  picnics  and  open-air  dances  within 
the  limits  of  said  village  are  hereby  declared  to  be  nuisances. 

"Sec.  2.  That  for  any  person  or  persons  to  rent,  use,  or  allow 
to  be  used,  any  yard,  ground,  grove,  or  other  real  estate  within 
the  corporate  limits  of  the  village  of  Des  Plaines,  for  public 
picnic  purposes,  or  for  open-air  dances,  or  to  permit  or  in  any 
way  allow  the  use  of  such  property  for  any  purpose  by  which 
disorderly  persons  are  gathered  in  or  about  said  village  of 
Des  Plaines,  shall  constitute  and  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a 
nuisance.  Any  person  creating  or  permitting  any  nuisance 
mentioned  and  declared  in  this  ordinance  to  exist,  having  the 
right  or  power  to  abate  the  same,  shall  be  subject  to  a  fine  of 
not  less  than  fifty  dollars,  and  not  exceeding  one  hundred 
dollars,  in  every  case;  and  each  renting,  using,  or  allowing  to 
be  used,  of  any  such  premises  for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  or 
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any  of  themi  shall  be  deemed  the  creating  of  a  new  nQiflance, 
and  the  author  thereof  be  subject  to  a  like  fine." 

The  village  is  incorporated  under  the  general  law  in  relation 
to  the  incorporation  of  villages,  and  is  by  that  law  empowered 
to  declare  what  shall  be  a  nuisance;  but  this  does  not  author- 
ize the  village  to  declare  that  a  nuisance  which  is  not  so  in 
fact:  Wood  on  Nuisances,  p.  773,  sec.  740;  Chicago  v.  Lafiiuj 
49  111.  172;  Dillon  on  Municipal  Corporations,  8d  ed.,  sec.  374. 

It  was  said  in  Tovm  of  Lake  View  v.  LeiZj  44  111.  81:  ''There 
are  some  things  which  in  their  nature  are  nuisances,  and 
which  the  law  recognizes  as  such.  There  are  others  which 
may  or  may  not  be  so,  their  character,  in  this  respect,  de- 
pending on  circumstances."  And  in  the  latter  instance  it  is 
manifestly  beyond  the  power  of  the  village  to  declare  in 
advance  tiiat  those  things  are  a  nuisance,  and  so  it  was  held 
in  that  case.  The  question  when  the  thing  may  or  may  not 
be  a  nuisance  must  be  settled  as  one  of  fact,  and  not  of  law. 

That  public  picnics  and  public  dances  are  not  in  their  na- 
ture nuisances,  we  think  is  quite  clear.  They  are  not  in 
the  list  of  common-law  nuisances  enumerated  in  the  text- 
books: See  4  Bla.  Com.,  Sharswood's  ed.,  166, 167,  et  seq.;  1 
Hawk.  P.  C,  Curwen's  ed.,  694;  Wood  on  Nuisances,  p.  82, 
sees.  23  et  seq.  Nor  is  there  anything  necessarily  harmful  in 
the  nature  of  either  more  than  in  that  of  any  other  public 
amusement.  When  conducted  with  proper  decorum  and  cir- 
cumspection, and  remote  from  public  thoroughfares,  it  is  im- 
possible to  conceive  how  any  public  injury  or  annoyance  can 
result.  That  the  manner  of  conducting  them  may  be  produc- 
tive of  annoyance  and  injury  to  the  public  is  not  to  be  ques- 
tioned; but  since  the  nuisance  must  consist  in  this,  and  not 
in  the  picnic  ordinance  of  itself  alone,  the  ordinance  should 
be  directed  only  to  it. 

While  the  rights  of  the  people  to  be  free  from  disturbance 
and  reasonable  apprehension  of  danger  to  person  and  prop- 
erty are  to  be  respected  and  jealously  guarded,  the  equal  rights 
of  all  to  assemble  together  for  health,  recreation,  or  amuse- 
ment in  the  open  air  are  no  less  to  be  respected  and  jealously 
guarded.  Because  a  privilege  may  be  abused  is  no  reason 
why  it  shall  be  denied.  We  concur  in  the  views  expressed  by 
the  appellate  court  when  the  case  was  before  it:  Pmer  v.  FiZ- 
1090  0/  De%  Plaines,  22  Brad.  App.  684 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

NuiBAiiGB  uff  Phot  n  ▲  Qusbtiov  ioe  tbb  Jnnrt  BeffT.  Olih  B.  JL  Cb^, 
64  An.  Dsa  087. 
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Snbll  u  Snell. 

tlSt  iLuiront  401.] 

HommAB  BiOBT  OurariTunB  a  TBMEaoui,  witimi  ^bm  mwMifng  cf  a 
itatate  gnntiiig  »  right  of  appeal  in  caaei  whara  freehold  aafeataa  aia 
involvad. 

CoRTaAOTB  ov  MABmiMD  WoMBT  wuui  Vom  AT  CoioiOH  Law  A2n>  zv 
Equttt,  so  f ar  aa  impoting  pareonal  obligatiooa  is  canceruad,  tlMm|^ 
■aoh  contraeti  mighty  labjact  to  cartaia  liinitatioiia»  bind  thair 


MAHwncn  Woxsir  ahd  MAimrp>  Mnr  ars  Plaobd  on  thb  Sams  Foomro^ 
by  the  etatatee  of  Dlinoia,  with  respect  to  all  property  rights,  inolnding 
the  mesne  to  acquire,  protect,  and  dispose  of  the  same;  and  the  daties 
and  obligations  of  married  women,  in  respect  to  theee  rights  and  powen^ 
are  the  same  as  others  ndjurii. 

MAHwncn  Womsn  mat,  in  Iixnroia,  bx  Comfillxd  to  Oobumtt  a  Md- 
TAKB  which  has  occurred  in  the  execation  of  a  deed;  end  each  dead,  if 
duly  execated,  may  be  reformed  in  equity  by  correcting  a  "^'f^^^V**  in 
the  description  of  property  therein,  so  aa  to  make  anch  dead  agptcsa 
what  the  parties  intended  it  should. 

S.  C.  Hittj  for  the  appellants. 

DwManj  (y  Connor  J  and  OUbertj  for  the  appellees. 

MuLKET,  J.    On  the  twenty-sixth  day  of  Janiiaiyi  1881, 
Philip  Snell  was  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  land  in  oontroversy, 
and  resided  thereon,  with  his  family,  as  a  homestead.     Chi 
that  day  he  mortgaged  the  same  to  Jane  Snell,  to  eecare  an 
indebtedness  of  $1,839.87,  his  wife,  Ellen  J.  Snell,  joining  in 
the  deed.    The  land  lay  in  section  27,  but  by  mistake  it  was 
described  as  in  section  20.    The  mortgage  contained  a  proper 
and  formal  release  of  the  homestead,  and  was  in  every  respect 
strictly  accurate,  except  the  error  as  to  the  number  of  the  aeo- 
tion.    On  the  ninth  day  of  February,  1884,  Snell  and  wi& 
executed  to  the  Northwestern  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Company 
another  mortgage  upon  the  same  land,  by  its  proper  descrip- 
tion, to  secure  an  indebtedness  of  three  thousand  dollars. 
This  mortgage  also  contained  a  release  of  homestead,  and  was 
otherwise  formal  and  correct.    On  the  16th  of  August,  188i» 
Snell  died,  leaving  Ellen  J.  Snell,  his  widow,  and  two  minor 
children,  John  and  William  Snell,  his  only  heirs  at  law.    On 
the  20th  of  October,  1885,  Jane  Snell  filed  a  bill  in  the  La 
Salle  circuit  court  to  correct  her  mortgage  in  respect  to  the 
erroneous  number  of  the  section,  and  to  have  the  same  fore- 
closed, making  the  widow  and  two  minor  children  of  Philip 
Snell  parties.     The  former  made  default,  and  the  childreo 
answered  in  the  usual  way,  by  a  guardian  od  liUm^  no  quoi* 
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turn  being  raified,  the  one  way  or  the  othery  about  the  right  of 
homestead.  The  court,  on  the  hearing,  entered  a  decree  in 
conformity  with  the  prayer  of  the  bill.  On  the  Ist  of  Decem- 
ber, 1886,  the  master  sold  the  premises,  under  the  decree,  to 
Byron  D.  Snell,  and  the  same  not  having  been  redeemed 
within  the  time  allowed  by  law,  Snell  received  a  master's 
deed  therefor.  On  the  ninth  day  of  February,  1887,  the 
widow  and  heirs  of  Philip  Snell,  the  appellees  herein,  filed 
the  present  bill,  claiming  an  estate  of  homestead  in  the  prem- 
ises, and  prayed  that  the  same  be  set  off  and  assigned  to 
them,  as  provided  by  law.  The  court,  on  the  hearing,  entered 
a  decree  in  conformity  with  the  prayer  of  the  bill,  and  the 
defidndants  bring  the  case  here  by  appeal. 

Before  proceeding  to  consider  the  merits  of  the  controversy, 
it  will  be  necessary  to  dispose  of  a  preliminary  question  which 
challenges  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court. 

The  case  is  brought  here  on  the  hypothesis  that  it  involves 
a  freehold.    This  is  denied  by  appellees'  counsel.    They  insist 
that  a  homestead  right  does  not,  in  any  case,  constitute  a  free- 
hold estate;  otherwise  one  could  not  have  such  a  right  where 
he  has  a  leasehold  merely;  and  that  as  respects  minor  chil- 
dren, upon  whom  a  homestead  often  devolves,  their  interest 
can  never  exist  beyond  a  definite  number  of  years,  which  is 
inconsistent  with  the  idea  of  a  freehold.    The  rationale  of  the 
argument,  as  we  take  it,  is,  that  because  the  estate  of  home- 
stead is  of  a  fixed  and  uniform  value,  the  quantity  of  interest 
(using  that  term  in  its  technical  sense)  must,  therefore,  neces- 
sarily be  the  same  in  all  cases,  which  makes  it  more  in  the 
nature  of  an  encumbrance  than  anything  else,  and  hence  it  is 
concluded  that  cases  involving  a  homestead  must,  for  juris- 
dictional purposes,  be  placed  in  the  same  category  with  fore- 
cloBure  suits,  which  are  uniformly  held  not  to  involve  a 
freehold.    However  plausible  the  argument  may  be,  we  do  not 
regard  it  as  sound.    It  is  directly  in  conflict  with  the  conclu- 
Bion  reached  in  Browning  v.  HarrUf  99  111.  456,  where  will  be 
found  a  fall  expression  of  our  views  on  this  subject.    If,  as  is 
contended,  appellees'  claim  of  homestead  is  wholly  unaffected 
by  the  mortgages  from  Snell  and  wife  to  Jane  Snell,  and  to  the 
Northwestern  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Company,  and  the  sub- 
Beqnent  proceedings  in  court  founded  thereon,  it  is  clear,  from 
the  case  just  cited,  that  upon  the  death  of  Philip  Snell  his 
widow  took  a  life  estate,  for  the  use  of  herself  and  children, 
to  the  extent  of  one  thousand  dollars,  in  the  mortgaged  prem- 
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iM8;  and  it  is  baldly  neoeiBaiy  to  add  that  a  life  estate  in  land 
is,  by  all  tbe  autborities,  a  freebold  estate.  Not  only  so,  but 
appellees  baye  in  this  yery  case  obtained  a  decree,  directing, 
if  it  can  be  done  without  injury  to  the  estate,  that  there  be  set 
off  and  assigned  to  them  a  part  of  the  mortgaged  premises, 
not  exceeding  one  thousand  dollars  in  value,  to  be  held  by  the 
widow  in  severalty,  for  the  use  of  herself  and  children  as  a 
homestead.  When  so  assigned  she  would  clearly  have,  for  the 
use  of  herself  and  children,  an  estate  for  life  in  the  premises, 
which,  of  course,  would  be  a  freehold  estate.  If,  in  the  opinion 
of  this  court,  that  decree,  under  the  facts  in  the  case,  was  un- 
warranted, and  appellees  shall  ultimately  fail  in  their  suit,  it 
is  clear  they  will  simply  lose  the  freehold  which  the  lower 
court  directed  to  be  assigned  to  them,  and,  per  consequence,  it 
will  be  gained  by  tbe  adverse  party.  This,  according  to  the 
rule  laid  down  in  Chicago  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  WaUoriy  105  HI.  217, 
and  which  has  been  invoked  by  appellees'  coimsel,  demon- 
strates that  a  freehold  is  involved  in  this  suit  There  is  an- 
other aspect  of  the  case  from  which  the  same  result  might  be 
reached,  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  pursue  the  subject  further. 
The  motion  to  dismiss  must  be  overruled. 

Coming  now  to  the  merits  of  the  case,  it  may  somewhat  aid 
us  to  advert  hastily,  and  in  a  general  way,  to  the  legal  dis- 
abilities of  married  women,  as  they  existed  here  and  in  Eng- 
land before  the  commencement  of  tbe  reform  legislation  which 
has  resulted  in  so  radical  a  change  in  the  present  law  on  the 
subject.  Their  contracts,  by  the  common  law,  as  it  existed  in 
England  and  in  this  state  prior  to  the  comparatively  recent 
legislation  on  the  subject,  commencing  in  1861,  were  abso- 
lutely void  at  law,  and  were  equally  so  in  equity,  so  far  as 
imposing  any  personal  obligation  is  concerned.  They  might, 
however,  by  such  contracts,  subject  to  certain  limitations, 
bind  their  separate  estate,  but  they  imposed  no  personal  ob- 
ligation whatever.  The  right  of  a  married  woman  to  have  a 
separate  estate  in  personal  property  was  purely  a  creature  of 
equity,  and  the  power  to  bind  it  (the  estate,  not  herself),  by  a 
contract  fairly  entered  into  in  respect  to  the  estate,  and  on  her 
own  account,  was  regarded  as  a  mere  incident  of  such  owners 
ship.  As  her  contract  imposed  on  her  no  personal  obligation, 
either  at  law  or  in  equity,  it  therefore  followed,  as  a  logical 
result  and  legal  sequence,  that  a  bill  would  not  lie  to  reform 
a  contract  or  conveyance  alleged  to  have  been  made  by  a 
married  woman.    As  a  conveyance  of  land  by  deed  was  a 
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species  of  contract,  it  followed  that  an  instrument  executed 
by  a  married  woman  purporting  to  convey  real  property  was 
absolutely  void,  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  and  consequently 
could  not  be  enforced  or  reformed.  While  at  common  law  a 
married  woman  could  not  convey  her  own  real  estate,  or  re- 
lease her  inchoate  right  of  dower  or  other  interest  in  the  lands 
of  her  husband,  yet  she  might,  through  the  instrumentality 
of  a  fictitious  suit,  called  a  fine  or  fine  and  recovery,  permit 
another  to  recover  whatever  right  she  bad  in  the  land  proposed 
to  be  conveyed,  and  thus,  by  a  species  of  estoppel,  bar  her 
rights.  At  common  law  this  was  the  only  mode  by  which  a 
married  woman  could  dispose  of  her  own  lands,  or  any  inter- 
est she  might  have  in  those  of  her  husband.  This  cumbrous 
and  expensive  mode  of  conveying  her  interests  in  real  prop* 
erty  was  abolished  by  an  act  of  the  British  Parliament  (3  &  4 
Wm.  IV.,  c.  74),  under  the  provisions  of  which  the  wife  was 
enabled  to  accomplish  the  same  ends  as  she  has  been  able  to 
do  here  from  a  very  early  period,  by  joining  her  husband  in 
an  ordinary  deed  of  conveyance,  subject  to  certain  prescribed 
formalities,  which,  in  all  cases,  had  to  be  strictly  complied 
with.  But  these  statutory  enactments,  which  enabled  a  mar- 
ried woman  to  make  a  valid  transfer  or  conveyance  of  real 
property,  did  not  at  all  afiect  her  disabilities  in  other  respects* 
As  to  her,  the  deed  only  operated  as  a  conveyance;  therefore 
all  covenants  contained  in  it  were  in  law  the  covenants  of  the 
husband  only.  It  followed  that  if  her  deed  was  not  sufficient 
on  its  face  to  pass  her  property,  there  was  no  relief  but  to  in- 
duce her  to  make  another;  and  if  she  declined  to  do  so,  equity 
would  not  compel  her,  nor  would  it  reform  the  instrument,  for 
such  a  suit  could  not  in  any  case  be  maintained  for  either  pur- 
pose, except  upon  the  theory  that  a  contract  for  a  deed  had 
existed  between  the  parties.  This  of  course  could  not  be  done 
in  the  case  of  a  married  woman,  for  the  simple  reason  she 
could  not  make  such  a  contract,  nor,  indeed,  any  at  all;  and 
of  this  the  court  would  take  judicial  notice.  It  is  therefore 
undoubtedly  true  that  prior  to  the  modem  legislation  in  this 
state  respecting  the  legal  disabilities  of  married  women,  a 
court  of  equity  had  no  power  or  authority  to  reform  any  al- 
leged contract  or  conveyance  made  by  a  married  woman,  and 
in  the  case  of  a  conveyance,  it  made  no  difierence  whether  it 
related  to  a  homestead  or  some  other  interest  in  land.  All 
jier  conveyances,  without  regard  to  the  character  of  the  estate 
or  interest  granted,  stood  upon  a  common  footing,  and  were 
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eonirolled  by  the  same  principles.  If  they  conformed  to  tho 
requirements  of  the  statute,  she  was  bound  by  them;  if  not^ 
they  were  void,  and  could  not  be  enforced.  The  only  difier- 
ence  in  conveying  a  homestead  and  any  other  interest  or  right 
in  land  was  in  the  form  of  ibe  deed,  and  the  disposition  of 
courts  to  liberally  construe  the  act  in  favor  of  the  homestead 
occupant 

The  law,  however,  in  respect  to  the  rights  and  disabilities  of 
married  women,  has  of  late  years  undergone  a  radical  change. 
By  the  acts  of  1861, 1869,  and  1874,  married  women  are  to-day, 
and  were  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  mortgages  in  ques- 
tion, placed  upon  a  common  footing  with  married  men  in  re- 
spect  to  all  property  rights,  including  the  means  to  acquire, 
protect,  and  dispose  of  the  same.  They  may  own,  buy,  sell, 
transfer,  and  convey  any  and  all  kinds  of  property,  to  the 
same  extent  as  married  men  or  single  women  may,  and  sub- 
ject to  no  other  or  different  conditions  or  restrictions.  Not 
only  so,  but  their  duties  and  obligations  in  respect  to  these 
rights  and  powers  are  the  same  as  those  of  others  eui  juris. 
like  other  persons,  they  must  perform  their  contracts;  and  if 
they  fail  to  do  so,  they  are  amenable  to  legal  process  to  the 
same  extent  as  if  they  were  unmarried.  If,  in  the  execution 
of  a  deed  by  a  married  woman,  a  mistake  occurs,  so  that  it 
does  not  truly  state  the  contract  between  the  parties,  a  court 
of  equity  will  correct  it  against  her,  just  as  readily  as  it  would 
against  any  other  person.  The  only  difference  in  respect  to 
conveyances  of  husband  and  wife  is,  that  any  conveyance 
good  at  ^common  law  will  pass  his  estate,  whether  his  wife 
joins  him  in  it  or  not,  and  the  fact  that  it  is  not  acknowledged 
before  an  officer  will  make  no  difference;  whereas  in  the  case 
of  the  wife,  the  statute  requires  that  either  the  husband  must 
join  her  in  the  deed,  or,  if  executed  by  her  alone,  that  it  be 
acknowledged  before  some  officer.  Of  course,  this  require- 
ment of  the  statute  is  mandatory,  and  if  not  complied  with, 
the  deed  would  be  invalid.  Nevertheless,  in  such  case  a  court 
of  equity,  upon  a  proper  showing  in  other  respects,  would 
compel  the  delivery  of  a  deed  executed  in  proper  form.  In 
the  present  case  there  was  a  simple,  manifest  mistake  in  the 
body  of  the  deed  in  describing  the  land.  The  homestead  was 
formally  released  and  waived,  as  required  by  the  statute,  and 
the  only  effect  of  correcting  the  error  in  the  description  of  the 
property  was  to  make  the  deed  express  just  what  the  parties 
to  it  originally  intended  it  should.    The  appellees  were  par- 
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ties  to  tlie  decree  reforming  the  deed.  The  court  had  juris- 
diction  of  their  perfions.  This  is  not  denied.  That  the 
correction  of  mistakes  in  deeds  and  other  written  contracts 
execnted  hj  persons  ttii  juris  is  a  part  of  the  ordinary  juris- 
diction of  courts  of  chancery,  is  beyond  dispute.  So  it  is  not 
perceived  why  appellees  are  not  bound  by  that  decree.  And 
if  it  be  given  effect  (as  we  hold  it  must),  it  follows  that  appel- 
lees have  no  homestead  in  the  premises,  and  the  decree  in  the 
cause  was  consequently  erroneous,  and  should  be  reversed  for 
that  reason. 

The  decree  of  the  court  below  is  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded  for  further  proceedings  in  conformity  with  this 
opinion*  

PitoPiBTT  E10BT8  or  Mibbud  Wombk  as  AmoTED  bt  Amxrigav  Stat« 
ims:  8m  note  to  Kirhpainck  t.  Bt^ord,  76  Am.  Deo.  366-401. 

At  Commov  Law,  Contbaotb  or  Mabbted  Women  wsrb  Void,  and  not 
Eniobcbablx:  Dobbin  t.  ffutbard,  66  Am.  Deo.  426;  Imt  under  the  vanoae 
•tetntes,  tlie  powen  of  married  women  to  contract  hare  been  rarionsly  ex- 
tendeds  See  the  note  to  KanirowU»  t.  PraOntr,  99  Id.  699-610. 

RnoKMmo  Dxkd  ov  Marbtsd  Woman.  —Hie  chief  point  ol  interest  in 
the  principal  case  la  its  dedaiation  that  eqnity  may  reform  the  deed  of  » 
married  woman,  in  those  states  where  they  are  by  statate  giVen  power  to 
eantract  and  to  eonyey,  but  where  their  conveyances  are  inoperative  unless 
ezeeuied  and  acknowledged  in  some  prescribed  manner.  If  a  ooort  of  equity 
correots  or  ref onns  »  deed  as  against  a  married  woman,  it  is  quite  evident 
that  the  deed,  as  corrected,  has  never  been  executed  and  acknowledged  in  the 
mode  prescribed.  Take  the  principal  case  as  an  illustration.  There  a  mar- 
ried woman  executed  and  acknowledged  a  deed  for  lands  in  section  20;  but 
the  oowrt^  in  effect^  oorreoted  that  deed,  and  made  it  convey  lands  in  section 
27.  Thus  she  was  made  to  convey  lands  in  the  conveyance  of  which  her 
husband  did  not  join,  and  she  never  did,  after  being  informed  of  the  contents 
of  the  conveyance  as  corrected,  acknowledge,  on  ezaminatiGn  before  any 
officer,  that  ^e  executed  the  same.  While  the  rule  of  the  principal  case 
snoms  to  compel  the  execution  of  a  deed  to  which  a  feme  covert  did  not  as- 
sent in  the  form  prescribed  by  law,  it  is  supported  by  the  preponderance  of 
the  authorities  on  the  subject:  Gardner  v.  Moore,  61  Am.  Rep.  464;  Styers  v. 
RMms,  76  Ind.  647;  ffamar  v.  Medaker,  60  Id.  413.  These  authorities  pro- 
ceed upon  the  assumption  that  the  deed,  as  corrected,  is  the  one  which  the 
parties  mndettodk  to  execute;  that  the  wife  intended,  in  the  first  instance,  to 
assent  to  the  deed  as  corrected,  and  that  she  had  all  the  prviteotion  which  the 
statute  intended  to  accord  her. 

The  rule  in  California  is  otherwise.  There  a  married  woman  cannot  be 
compelled  to  reform  a  deed  by  inserting  therein  property  omitted  by  mis- 
take: Leofus  V.  LaaBarovieh,  S5  Cal.  56;  see  also  note  to  Tieman  v.  Poor,  19 
Am.  Dea  290.  She  cannot  be  boand  by  any  deed  which  she  has  not  exe- 
cuted ai|d  acknoM-Wged  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  statute;  but  if  the  officer 
taking  the  acknowledgment  does  not  certify  to  the  same  correctly,  a  pnxued* 
ing  may,  by  statute,  be  maintained  to  compel  bis  certificate  to  i  *>  or- 

looted  as  to  speas:  the  truth:  Wedel  v.  Herman,  59  Cal.  507 
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Omo  AND  Mississippi  Railway  Co.  v.  Waohteb. 

[lSiXUIllOU,440L) 
DAMMQim  ABM  BSOOTXRABUI  BT  ▲  LaRD-OWBXH  AOAim  A  BAfLWAT  OOI^ 

FAirr  lOR  MAiKTAiviif G  AN  IivsuyjriciBMT  CuLyxBT  in  aa  «mbuikiiient^ 
whereby  hia  lands  are  flooded,  although  damages  may  have  been  reoor- 
ered  by  plaintiff  or  his  grantor  for  the  location  of  the  road,  booanae  tha 
damages  then  recoverable  were  to  be  estimated  apon  the  theory  that  tha 
road  woold  be  ooostnicted  and  maintained  in  a  reasonably  proper  and 
skillful  manner. 
Damaobs  Keoovbrabui  in  Emikbivt  Dokaih  Phocxbdings  to  AoqiuiBB  A 
RiOBT  OF  Wat  for  a  Railway  are  such  as  may  result  firom  building 
and  operating  the  road  in  a  reasonably  proper  and  skillful  maanery  so  aa 
to  avoid  the  infliction  of  all  loss  and  injury  not  neoesssrily  reanltmg  from 
thus  building  and  operating  the  road.  Hence,  if  the  road  is  not  ao  boill 
or  operated,  the  owner  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  any  injniy  aoandng 
from  the  want  of  proper  skill  and  care  may  recover  therafor* 

PoUard  and  Werner^  for  the  appellant. 
TT*  C.  Kueffnery  for  the  appellee. 

MuLKET,  J.  This  is  an  appeal  from  the  appellate  oourt  Son 
the  fourth  district,  affirming  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  of 
St.  Clair  County  in  favor  of  Michael  Wachter,  the  appellee, 
against  the  Ohio  and  Mississippi  Railway  Company,  the  ap- 
pellant herein,  for  the  sum  of  six  hundred  dollars  and  coBts. 
The  form  of  the  action  was  trespass  on  the  case.  The  first 
count  charges  "  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged 
grievances,  was  the  owner  and  in  possession  of  a  certain  brick- 
yard, with  certain  property  situate  thereon,  in  the  town  of 
O'Fallon,  in  8t.  Clair  County,  near  which  the  defendant's  rail- 
road was  operated,  and  which  crossed  a  natural  watercourse; 
that  defendant  had  constructed  and  did  unlawfully  nrminfnim 
a  certain  solid  earth  embankment  across  said  watercourse, 
about  twenty  feet  in  height,  which  obstructed  the  natural 
flow  of  the  water,  and  forced  it  back  upon  adjoining  lands; 
that  defendant  had  constructed  and  was  maintaining  a  cul- 
vert through  the  embankment,  which  was  utterly  insufficient 
to  permit  the  free  passage  of  water  which,  in  ordinary  floods 
and  freshets,  would  naturally  flow  in  said  watercourse  and 
seek  passage  through  the  said  culvert;  that  on  or  about  June 
20, 1885,  a  heavy  rain  storm  set  in,  and  a  large  quantity  of 
rain-water  naturally  fell  upon  the  lands  adjoining  said  water- 
course, and  said  water  naturally  was  drained  and  ran  into 
said  watercourse,  and  would  have  escaped  and  run  off  with- 
out damage  to  the  plaintiff  but  for  said  embankment,  but  thai 
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mid  water  was  stopped  by  said  embankmeDt,  and  owing  to 
the  insufficiency  and  inadequacy  of  said  culvert,  and  opening 
in  said  culvert,  was  prevented  from  passing  off  in  its  natural 
course,  and  forced  back  upon  and  flooded  bis  brick-yard  and 
property  thereon,  to  his  great  damage.'' 

The  second  couDt  is  substantially  the  same  as  the  first,  ex* 
cept  that  the  negligence  imputed  to  the  defendant  is  its  suffer- 
ing the  culvert  to  become  choked  up  with  obstructions,  caus- 
ing the  water  to  back  up  and  overflow  the  plaintiS^'s  property. 
The  third  count  charges  that  the  defendant  wrongfully  and 
unlawfully  constructed  and  maintained  the  levee,  without 
leaving  a  sufficient  opening  for  the  water  to  pass  through  the 
embankment.  In  other  respects  it  was  like  the  first  and  sec- 
ond. The  defendant  interposed  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  and 
upon  this  issue  alone  the  cause  was  tried  before  the  court  and 
a  jury,  with  the  result  already  stated. 

No  exception  was  taken  on  the  trial  to  any  ruling  of  the 
court  upon  the  admissibility  or  exclusion  of  evidence,  and 
while  we  find  exceptions  were  taken  to  the  court's  rulings 
upon  the  instructions,  and  that  such  rulings  were  assigned  in 
the  appellate  court  for  error,  we  may  assume  this  was  done 
merely  pro  format  for  no  objection  to  the  instructions  is  urged 
in  appellant's  argument,  or  even  so  much  as  suggested.  Not 
perceiving  any  objections  ourselves  to  the  instructions  of  which 
the  appellant  can  complain,  no  discussion  of  them  is  called 
for,  or  could  well  be  made. 

IJpon  an  examination  of  the  record  in  the  appellate  court, 
we  find  there  was  a  simple  affirmance  of  the  judgment  of  the 
trial  court,  without  any  finding  of  the  facts  by  that  court.  In 
its  opinion,  however,  there  were  questions  —  or  rather  a  ques- 
tion— involved  in  the  case  of  sufficient  importance  to  certify 
Che  cause  to  this  court,  which  it  has  accordingly  done.  As 
just  indicated,  that  court  has  appended  to  its  certificate  the 
specific  grounds  upon  which  the  appeal  was  granted.  That, 
however,  we  regard  as  merely  advisory,  for  the  reason  the 
statute  did  not  require  it.  Yet  in  many  cases,  if  not  in  this, 
such  a  statement,  though  not  required  as  a  matter  of  duty, 
might  subserve  a  good  purpose  by  directing  the  attention  of 
this  court  to  the  particular  features  of  the  case  which,  in  the 
opinion  of  that  court,  were  not  regarded  as  free  from  question. 
Nevertheless,  whenever  a  case  is  brought  from  the  appellate 
court  to  this  upon  a  certificate,  it  is  here,  as  if  brought  in  the 
usual  way,  for  all  purposes.    In  either  case,  this  court  is  re- 
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to  ooDBider  such  queBtions,  and  Buch  only,  as  arisB 
upon  the  record,  and  which  it  is  by  law  authoriied  to  deter- 
mine. To  aBcertain  what  questionB  do  thus  arise,  we  look  to 
the  pleadingSi  the  ralings  of  the  court,  and  the  orders  in  the 
cause,  and  not  to  the  certificate  of  the  appellate  court  allow- 
ing the  appeal. 

Viewing  the  present  record  in  this  light,  it  is  not  clearly 
perceived  that  anything  remains  for  this  court  to  do  bat 
simply  to  affirm  the  judgment,  unlesB  it  were  able  to  say,  as 
matter  of  law,  that  the  declaration  discloses  no  cause  of  ac- 
tion,— this  being  always  a  queetion  open  to  consideration  in  a 
court  of  review,  when  it  falls  within  any  of  the  assignments  of 
error.  While  there  is  no  direct  claim  of  this  kind  made,  yet 
the  question  that  appellant  now  asks  us  to  consider,  and 
which  is  the  only  one  discussed  in  the  brief  filed  by  its  ooun- 
sel,  seems  to  assert  as  much.  Upon  this  view,  therefore,  it 
may  not  be  improper  to  consider  it.  The  question  or  propo- 
sition, as  formulated  by  counsel,  is:  *'The  iiyury  caused  by 
the  construction  of  an  insufficient  culvert  in  a  railroad  em- 
bankment is  immediate  and  permanent,  giving  rise  to  but  one 
cause  of  action." 

Counsel  have  cited,  in  support  of  the  proposition,  the  follow- 
ing authorities:  Ottawa  Oas  Co.  v.  OmAam,  28  IlL  78;  81  Am. 
Dec.  263;  lUinoii  Central  R.  R.  Co.  v.  GrabiU,  50  HI  241; 
Chicago  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Steit^  75  Id.  42;  ToUdo  etc.  Ry  Co. 
V.  Morgan^  72  Id.  155;  Chicago  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Mdhery  91  Id. 
312;  Decatur  Oas  Co.  v.  EoweU^  92  Id.  19;  Chicago  eU.  R.  R. 
Co.  V.  Loeb,  118  Id.  203;  59  Am.  Rep.  841;  Wabaeh  eU.  Ry 
Co.  V.  McDougaU,  118  111.  229;  Chicago  eU.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Mc 
Avleyj  121  Id.  160, — none  of  which,  in  our  judgment,  sus- 
tain it. 

The  statement  is  not  accurate  as  an  abstract  proposition, 
and  even  if  it  were,  it  is  but  in  part  applicable  to  facts  of  the 
case,  and  is  inconsistent  with  the  theory  upon  which  it  was 
tried  by  both  parties.  Considered  as  a  general  proposition,  il 
should  at  least  be  limited  to  the  case  of  a  railroad  built  under 
authority  of  law,  and  in  a  reasonably  proper  and  skillful  man- 
ner, so  as  to  avoid  the  infliction  of  all  loss  and  injury  not 
necessarily  resulting  from  thus  building  and  operating  the 
road.  The  proposition,  as  formulated,  assumes  that  a  rail- 
road company  has  the  right  to  construct  and  operate  its  road 
just  as  it  pleases,  without  regard  to  whether  the  method 
adopted  is  sanctioned  by  good  railroading,  or  not;  that  it  may 
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buOd  indifferent  culverts,  or  none  at  all,  over  drains  and 
streams  on  the  line  of  its  road,  and  hj  thus  disregarding  the 
ordinary  rules  observed  in  such  cases,  inundate  and  overflowi 
in  time  of  freshets,  large  bodies  of  land  and  other  property, 
without  incurring  any  other  or  different  liability,  except  as  to 
extent  of  damages,  than  that  of  a  company  which,  under  like 
circumstances,  has  constructed  its  road-bed  and  culverts  in 
strict  conformity  with  the  well-recognized  and  approved 
methods  of  railroad-building.  We  do  not  concur  in  this 
view. 

The  decisions  of  this  court  above  cited,  as  we  understand 
them  to  go  to  the  length  of  holding  that  all  special  damages, 
present  and  prospective,  to  the  owners  of  lands,  resulting  or 
to  result  from  properly  constructing,  maintaining,  and  oper- 
ating a  railroad  under  the  laws  of  this  state,  constitute,  as  to 
such  land-owner,  one  single,  indivisible  cause  of  action,  which 
may  be  enforced  under  the  eminent  domain  act,  or  any  other 
appropriate  form  of  action.  As  a  corollary  of  this  doctrine, 
theee  cases  further  hold  that  where,  after  such  right  of  action 
has  once  accrued,  the  owner  of  land  thus  injured  conveys  it 
to  another,  the  latter  can  maintain  no  action  for  any  damages 
he  may  subsequently  sustain,  which  would  have  been  Antici- 
pated and  allowed  as  prospective  damages  in  any  suit  which 
his  grantor  might  have  brought  in  his  own  name.  But  this 
court  has  never  held,  nor  is  it  prepared  to  hold,  that  a  railroad 
company  is  not  liable  for  damages  resulting  from  its  negli- 
gence, either  in  the  construction,  maintaining,  or  operating  its 
road.  To  do  so  would  be  to  introduce  an  anomaly  in  the  law 
of  this  state,  and  offer  a  premium  for  negligence  and  a  willful 
disregard  of  duty. 

A  railroad  company  cannot  take,  even  by  making  compen- 
sation, more  land  than  is  reasonably  necessary  for  the  purposes 
of  its  road.  This  is  universally  conceded.  The  same  principle 
must  be  applied  to  the  damaging  of  property,  for  to  perma- 
nently damage  it  is  practically  taking  it  to  the  extent  its  uses 
are  impaired,  though  not  a  taking  in  the  limited  sense  in 
which  that  term  is  used  in  our  statute.  Public  health  and 
convenience,  as  well  as  the  positive  law  of  the  state,  alike 
demand  that  railways,  leading  over  natural  streams  and 
drains  should,  by  means  of  e£5cient  and  substantial  culverts, 
or  otherwise,  be  so  constructed  as  to  admit  the  escape  of 
accumulating  waters  through  them,  in  times  of  high  water 
as  well  as  low.    But  experience  shows  that  even  these  pre* 
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cautions  which  the  law  leqnirea  to  be  observed  are  often  not 
rafficient  to  entirely  protect  adjacent  property  owners;  hence 
the  constitution  of  the  state  has  expressly  provided  for  com- 
pensation in  such  cases.  But  the  providing  of  such  compen- 
sation for  unavoidable  injuries  to  property  was  clearly  never 
intended  to  license  companies  to  overflow  vast  bodies  of  land 
which  might  be  folly  protected  by  the  building  and  maintain- 
ing proper  culverts.  Now,  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  when  the 
company  commences  operating  its  road  without  having  built 
such  culverts,  or  provided  some  other  efficient  means  for  the 
escape  of  the  water,  is  it  thereby  relieved  of  the  duty  of  dcnng 
so  altogether?  To  say  this  is  to  assert  that  one  may  discharge 
a  legal  duty  by  utterly  disregarding  it,  which  is  simply  ab- 
surd. To  maintain  an  embankment  of  a  road  in  that  con- 
dition is  not  only  a  violation  of  a  public  duty,  but  is  a  direct 
invasion  of  the  private  rights  of  the  owners  of  the  lands  thus 
constantly  menaced  by  overflows  which  could  never  reach 
them  if  tiie  road-bed  were  properly  constructed. 

To  the  suggestion  that  the  company  may  be  compelled  to 
pay  for  this  constant  menace  and  consequent  depreciation  of 
the  value  and  use  of  the  land  in  times  of  overflow,  it  is  suf- 
ficient to  say  that  he  is  under  no  obligation  to  submit  to  a 
partial  loss  which  could  be  avoided  by  the  performance  of  a 
legal  duty  that  the  company  owes  to  him.  It  is,"  in  efiect, 
forcing  one  to  sell  his  property  imder  the  forms  of  law,  in  the 
absence  of  any  public  necessity  justifying  it  The  remedy  is 
to  compel  the  company  to  properly  construct  its  road,  and 
until  that  is  done,  hold  it  responsible  for  all  damages  result- 
ing from  such  failure  of  duty. 

There  are  decisions  to  the  effect  that  where,  in  a  case  like 
tins,  the  plaintiff  has  treated  the  injury  as  embracing  pro- 
spective as  well  as  present  damages,  and  has  offered  proof 
in  support  of  such  claim,  there  can  be  no  further  recovery. 
These  decisions  rest  upon  the  principle  of  estoppel,  and  are 
consequently  sound;  but  no  such  question  arises  in  this  case. 
Yet  it  does  not  follow  that  because  a  land-owner,  under  the 
circumstances  suggested,  would  be  estopped  from  bringing  a 
second  suit,  the  company  would  be  relieved  of  the  public  duty 
to  properly  construct  and  maintain  its  embankment,  and  it 
would  therefore  continue  liable  to  all  persons  injured  by  its 
failure  to  do  so,  except  such  as  might  be  estopped,  in  the  man- 
ner we  have  stated,  from  enforcing  a  claim  of  that  kind. 

The  judgment  will  be  affirmed 
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What  Baxagxs  Rboovxbabli  bt  LAND-owiriE  vob  Injubxis  RistTLT* 
nro  ntdc  thi  MAmnaANCs  akd  Opsratioh  of  Railwatb  aztd  Likb 

PUBUO  IMPBOTEICXIITB,  AUTHOUOH  THX   RiOBT  TO  MAINTAIN  SUCB  ROADS 
OR  ImFBOTKMXNTS  HA8  F1B8T  BXXN    SlOUBSD    IN    EXKBOIOT    OV   RiOBT   OF 

BKorxHT  Domain.  —  /»  General  — la  awarding  oompeiiBation  for  the  taking 
of  priraie  property  for  pnblio  nae  by  right  of  eminent  domain,  the  appraisal 
win  properly  embraoe  all  past,  present,  and  fatore  damages  which  the  improve* 
ment  oocssions,  or  may  thereafter  reasonably  produce:  Sawper  ▼.  Town  qf 
JTeene,  47  K.  H.  173^  179;  BaOroadOa.  t.  Pope,  62  Tex.  818.  Thus  in  sssossing 
damages.done  to  land  by  reason  of  the  appropriation  of  a  right  of  way  through 
it  for  a  railroad,  the  viewers  or  jury  may  always  take  into  consideration  all  in- 
cidental loss,  inconvenience,  and  damages,  present  and  prospective,  which  may 
be  known,  or  may  reasonably  be  expected  to  resnlt  from  the  oonstmction 
and  operation  of  the  road  in  a  legal  and  proper  manner:  Mieeouri  etc  H.  J2. 
€0,  ▼.  Haine8f  10  Kan.  439.  But  any  damages  caused  by  an  improper  oon« 
atraetion  of  a  railroad,  or  damages  which  may  possibly  result  from  its  negli- 
gent  or  unskillful  operation,  cannot  lawfully  be  included  in  such  assessment: 
NeOmmY.  Ckkagoeie.  R. IL Co.,  6SWi». 61^;  Seieier v.  Pemuifkfa$tiaeie,B.R. 
Co.,  112  Pa.  St.  66;  King  v.  Iowa  Midland  R.  R.  Co.,  34  Iowa»  468;  MWer  v. 
Keoknk  ete.  R.  R.  Co.,  63  Id.  680.  The  rule  is,  that  if  the  publio  work  is 
•uilt  BO  as  to  erase  unnecessary  damage  by  want  of  reasonable  care  and  skill 
in  ita  oonstruotion  or  operation,  then  the  right  of  eminent  domain  will  not 
protect  the  parties  by  whom  the  work  is  done,  but  they  may  be  liable  in  tort 
for  anch  unnecessary  injury:  MeUen  v.  Weetem  RaUroad,  4  Gray,  803;  Wheder 
V.  C^  qf  WoTOUkr,  10  Allen,  691;  Brewery.  Boetonete.  R.  R.  Co.,  118 Mass. 
62,  68;  ^Wfieerv.  Hartford eU.  R. B-  Co.,  10 R.  L  14;  PUUHmrgete.  R.R.  Co. 
▼.  ameland,  66  Pa.  St.  446;  TSAeUe  v.  Raaroad  Co.,  62  Me.  437;  Waterman  v. 
Comnectiaa  etc  B.  B.  Co.,  80  Vt.  610;  Battroad  Co.  v.  ffambieton,  40  Ohio  St 
496;  Bridgerev.  DUl,  97  N.  O.  222;  NewOrkam  etc.  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Brown,  64 
Mias.  479;  compare  Pemwghnma  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Martkoad,  119  Pa.  St.  641;  4 
Am.  St.  Bep.  660. 

Inierferenoe  wUk  Laieral  Begppori  of  Lcmd.  — It  is  an  established  rule  of 
law  that  the  owner  of  land  has  a  right  to  have  the  soil  of  his  premises  sus- 
tained by  the  lateral  support  of  the  natural  soil  of  the  adjoining  land,  this 
right  being  limited,  however,  to  the  soil  in  its  natural  state:  d^i^Qtdneyv. 
Jonee,  76  IIL  231;  Oilmore  v.  Drieeoll,  122  Mass.  199;  23  Am.  Bep.  812; 
Laeola  v.  HoKbrock,  4  Paige,  169;  26  Am.  Dec  624.  No  person  is  therefore 
entitled  to  dig  so  near  the  land  of  another  as  thereby  to  withdraw  the  natural 
support  of  the  soil,  and  render  it  liable  to  break  away  and  slide  down  of  its 
own  wei^t:  BooMff  v.  Androecoggin  etc  B.  R.  Co,,  61  Me.  318.  And  this 
principle  has  been  applied  to  the  case  of  excavations  made  in  constructing 
publio  works  under  authority  of  law.  Thus  a  railroad  company  was  held 
liable  in  damages  for  injury  caused  by  excavating  on  its  own  land  so  near  to 
the  land  of  an  adjoining  owner  that  tiie  soil  of  the  latter,  in  its  natural  state, 
caved  into  the  excavation  made:  Biehardeon  v.  Vermont  CentroL  B.  B.  Co.,  25 
Vt.  466;  60  Am.  Dec.  283;  Lwihw  v.  Hwieon  Bmer  B.  B.  Co.,  6  Lans.  128. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  right  to  recover  damages  in  such  cases  is  denied,  and 
the  principle  is  asserted  that  where  a  railroad  company  does  only  what  it  is 
anthoriied  to  do^  and  is  without  fault  or  negligence,  it  is  not  liable  for  oon- 
eeqnential  damages:  Boothbg  v.  Androeeoggin  etc  B.  B.  Co.,  61  Me.  818.  It 
is  held  not  to  be  incumbent  on  the  railroad  company  to  construct  a  wall  or 
erect  any  defenses  for  the  protection  of  the  adjoining  property  from  the  con* 
eeqnenoes  resulting  from  a  proper  and  reasonable  use  of  the  way  for  its  road. 
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although  such  coiii6<pienoM  woold  he  injnrioiis,  and  inevitably  so^  to  tiio  ad- 
joining ownert  ffarUman  ▼•  Lexmffton  ete.  i?.  M,  Col,  18  B.  Hon.  S18L  fio^ 
aooording  to  aiany  dedaiona,  a  municipal  corporatioa  may  grade  aftd  ^anga 
the  grade  of  atreeta,  from  time  to  time,  when  neceaaary,  witlMNit  pvoteel- 
ing  the  earth  or  emhankmenta  of  the  adjoining  ownera,  and  ia  not  linbio  for 
the  conaeqnential  damage  caoaed  to  them  in  adapting  their  land  to  tho  grade 
and  protecting  it:  Chewer  ▼.  Skedd.  13  Blatehf .  258;  MUekeU  t.  OHlr  ^ Burnt. 
49  Ga.  19;  Bad^y,  Moi^wr  ete.,  4  N.  Y.  196;  FtOmm ▼.  CU^qfNemHmm, 
44  Conn.  240;  26  Am.  Rep.  447,  and  aee  note  457.  Bat  aee,  aa  iaToring  tiia 
opposite  Tiew,  BnadweU  v.  dty  qf  KamnMt,  75  Mo.  213;  42  Am.  Kap.  406; 
HemUrthoU  t.  City  </  OUumwa.  46  Iowa,  668;  26  Am.  Rep.  182;  JMnv  ▼• 
Cinebmati,  38 Ohio  St.  141;  43  Am.  Rep.  421;  jD^t.  SL  Ptmi,  27  Mian.  457. 
Aa  to  the  liability  impoaed  by  atatnte  or  oiganio  law,  attaching  to  a  snniei- 
pal  corporation  for  ooaaeqnential  damagea  to  adjoining  property,  raaolting 
from  a  atreet  improvement  done  by  it  in  a  lawful  manner  and  withoat  malice^ 
aobCttyCmmeUy.  TomiMiMl,  80  Ala.  489;  60  Am.  Rep.  112;  lUanUm  w.  8m 
/VtmeifeDb  66  Cd.  492;  56  Am.  Rep.  109;  <%  </ #^  t.  JDiAm,  83  SI.  685; 
S5  Am.  Rep.  41 2;  C%  ^  Meadmg  r.  A  Ukmm,  98  Pa.  Bt,  400;  /eteaon  t.  Put- 
ierdmrg,  16  W.  Va.  403. 

Damag§§Jftm  BlMtmg^  el& — It  ia  held  that  damagea  done  by  »  nihoad 
company  to  land  adjoining  the  line  of  ita  road  by  Uaating  racka  in  a  proper 
manner  ehould  be  eatimated  in  the  original  award,  and  that  a  aepamto  nation 
will  not  lie  therefor;  Daifft  v.  OdwwMMfeaan  ote.,  3  Met  880;  WkifdkQwm  ▼. 
AwimKoggim  R.  R.  Co..  52  Ma  208;  Brwm  t.  Framdtmee  €U.  IL  R,  Oa,  5 
Gray,  85;  but  for  bbating  at  improper  aeaaona,  thereby  eanaing  nnnaoaanxy 
damage  to  crope,  and  for  doing  it  in  an  vnprudeat  or  unakillfnl  manner,  or 
for  not  removing  the  atone  in  due  time,  the  party  ia  entitled  to  hia  remedy 
in  the  proper  form:  Sabimv.  Venmmi  CmdralB.  JL  Oa,  25  Vt.  863;  cnaapare 
SL  Pder  V.  Demaon,  58  N.  Y.  416;  17  Am.  Rep.  258;  J7oy  ▼.  Ookom  Oa,  2 
N.  Y.  159;  51  Am.  Deo.  279;  Canmrn  v.  Indkma  B.  R.  Co.,  4  OIno  St.  889; 
MaUer  qf  Thmp§on,  43  Hun,  416. 

Obtkudkig  Flowqf  Waier.  —In  all  ordinary  eaaeab  a  vailroad  eonqpaay,  in 
building  ita  road,  acquirea  no  right  to  obatmct  a  natural  wsteroonme;  and 
it  mnat  oonatruot  a  culvert  or  drain,  with  a  proper  grades  to  cany  off  the 
water:  Jokmom  v.  Atiatiiie  ete.  A  iZ.  Oa,  85  N.  H.  569;  09  Am.  Doa  660; 
Raleigh  €te.  R.  R.  Co.  y.  WidBor,  74  N.  0.  220.    So^  according  to  many  d!b€iB' 
iona,  poaaible  future  injuriea  from  accumulated  aurface  water,  canaed  by  the 
erection  of  the  road-bed  and  track,  conatitute  no  part  ol  the  ineidaatal  loaa 
and  damage  eatimated  in  fixing  oompenaation  for  granting  the  right  of  way. 
It  ia  held  to  be  the  duty  of  the  railroad  company  to  provide^  by  anfficiaat 
calverta  or  other  meaoa,  for  the  aafe  paaaage  of  auch  aorumulated  aurface 
water;  and  the  company  ia  liable  in  damagea  for  injuric«  to  adjacent  landa 
by  overflow  or  backwater,  oauaed  by  ita  failure  or  noglect  to  perform  thia 
duty:  Corriffer  v.  Railroad  Co.,  75  Tenn.  388;  Lommritto  etc  R.  R.  Co.  y. 
Hodge,  6  Buah,  141;  MiesMppi  CeniralR.  R.  Co.  v.Maeon,  51  M]aa234.    It 
ia  held,  in  accordance  with  the  doctrine  of  the  principal  caae,  that  if  a  rail- 
road  company  constmcta  culverta  inguffident  to  carry  ofif  the  water,  which 
overflowa  adjoining  landa,  the  company  ia  liable  to  the  owner  of  tho  landa 
for  the  amount  of  the  damagea  actually  auatained:  Mietimippi  CeiUral  R.  R. 
Co.  V.  CaruA,  51  Id.  77.    And  aee^  further,  aa  to  the  liability  of  a  railroad 
company  for  any  injury  reaulting  to  the  owner  of  landa  from  an  obatmotion 
created  by  the  company  to  the  natural  flow  of  aurface  water,  Otoma  ▼.  Ro/If 
road  Co.,  67  Tex.  679;  Payne  v.  Railroad  (^^  38  La.  Ann.  164;  Kamkakeeek, 
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B.ILCh.Y.  Boron,  22  111.  App.  145;  BeuiondlU  de.  J?.  B.  Co.  r.  Baker,  45 
Ark.  292;  Drake  v.  Chicago  tic  B.  B,  Co.,  63  Iowa,  902.  Bat  the  doctrine 
ia  nmintMiied  in  oilier  deciiioiui  that»  in  the  absence  of  negligenoe,  nnskill- 
folneaa,  aad  miamanagement  in  the  conBtniotion  of  an  embankment  for  ite 
roftd-bed  over  land  throngh  which  there  is  no  natoral  channel  for  the  paaaage 
of  water,  a  railroad  company,  having  lawful  anthority  to  constract  snch 
road-bed,  ia  not  liable  for  the  injury  done  by  the  embankment  in  eanaing 
wtttar  to  overflow  land  of  an  adjoining  proprietor:  Abbd  t.  Bailroad  Co.,  6S 
Mo.  271;  /PMS  V.  Baibrcad Co.,  Sild.  151;  Morrkon  v.  BmAtporiRB.  Co.^ 
67  Me.  853;  OVomm'  v.  Bailroad  Co.,  52  Wia.  526;  38  Am.  Rep.  768;  Ca§- 
My  Y.  Old  Cdhnjf  B.  B.  Co.,  141  Man.  174;  Cairo  €tc  B.  B.  Co.  y.  8kMn$,n 
Ind.  278;  38  Am.  Bep.  139. 

Reeomry  mi  One  Actkm  or  In  Suoceuho  AeUoM.  —The  mle  adopted  in  aome 
of  the  caaea  ia,  that  damages,  present  and  proepeotive,  resulting  from  the 
ooBstmction  of  »  railroad  or  other  public  work,  mast  all  be  reoovered  in  one 
action:  Chkago  tU.  B.  B.  Co.  t.  Lotb,  118  El.  208;  59  Am.  Bep.  341;  C9Ueiv» 
€fe.  B.  B.CO.Y.  MeAuley,  121  .IlL  160.  Bat  the  principal  case  limits  thia 
mle  to  the  eaae  of  a  railroad  bailt  nnder  anthority  of  law,  and  in  a  reason- 
ably  proper  and  akillfal  manner,  so  aa  to  avoid  the  infliotion  of  all  lose  and 
Injury  not  necessarily  resolting  from  thoa  bnilding  and  operating  the  road. 
And  where  e  railroad  was  onlawfoUy  ocnatracted  in  a  eity  street,  in  an  action 
by  an  abutting  owner  to  recover  damages,  it  waa  held  that  damages  coold 
be  recovered  only  mp  to  the  commenoement  of  the  aotien,  the  plaintiff's  rem- 
edy being  by  snocisasive  aottona  for  hie  damagea  ontil  the  abateaMnt  of  the 
nniaance:  ITIhm  v.  N.  T.  CML  aic  B.  B.  Co.,  101  K.  Y«  98|  58  Am.  Bop. 
123;  59  Id.  858;  and  see  2;aft0T.  MOrop.  SL  B.  B.  Co.,  104 N.  Y.  268;  80^ 
Hfg.  Co.  V.  BUOit,  104  Id.  562;  BaarriA  v.  Sck^trdMher,  48  Han,  355;  Ford 
T.  BaSbroad  Co.,  59  OaL  290.  It  is^  however,  held  in  other  cases  that  where 
injury  to  real  estate  ia  oaoaed  by  the  negligence  of  ocrporate  officers  in  con- 
atmoting  a  public  work  of  a  permanent  character,  as  the  grading  of  a  street, 
all  damages,  past  and  prospective^  can  be  recovered  in  one  action,  and  for 
freah  damages  reealting  from  the  original  wrong  a  second  action  cannot  be 
maintained:  dig  qf  North  Verrum  v.  Voegkr,  103  Ind.  814;  CUy  of  Lqfayetia 
V.  Nagte,  113  Id.  425.  In  other  words,  where  a  nuisance  is  of  a  permanent 
nature,  all  the  damages  caused  thereby  are  deemed  to  accrue  at  once  upon 
its  becoming  such,  and  a  party  injured  thereby  can  maintain  only  one  action 
therefor,  covering  all  damages,  past  and  prospective^  and  that  against  the 
party  doing  the  injury,  and  not  against  hia  grantee:  Bkitr  v.  OUumwa  Hy^ 
dramUe  Power  Co.,  70  Iowa,  145;  Powers  v.  CouncU  Bhffe,  45  Id.  652;  24  Am- 
Rep.  792;  Pedin  v.  Chkago  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  73  Iowa,  828;  and  as  the  damagea 
aoeroe  at  onoe  in  favor  of  the  owner  of  the  premises,  they  cannot  be  recov- 
ered by  hia  suooeasor  in  interest  who  suffers  thereby:  Id.;  and  see  CJdeago 
etc  B,  B.  Co.  Y.  Maher,  91  111.  312.  In  a  leading  case  on  the  subject,  the 
mle  is  thus  stated:  "Wherever  the  nuisance  is  of  such  a  character  that  its 
continuance  ia  necessarily  an  injury,  and  where  it  is  of  a  permanent  char- 
acter that  will  continue  without  change  from  any  cause  but  human  labor, 
there  the  damage  is  an  original  damage,  and  may  be  at  onoe  fully  compen- 
sated, ainoe  the  injured  person  has  no  means  to  compel  tiie  individual  doing 
the  wrong  to  apply  the  labor  necessary  to  remove  the  cause  of  injury,  and 
ean  only  cause  it  to  be  done,  if  at  all,  by  the  expenditure  of  hia  o^ti  means. 
But  where  the  continuance  of  such  act  is  not  necessarily  injurious,  and  where 
It  ia  necessarily  of  a  permanent  character,  but  may  or  may  not  be  injurious, 
er  may  or  may  not  be  continued,  there  the  injury  to  be  oompensated  in  a 
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•nit  is  only  tlM  dunage  that  has  happened**:  Tro^  t.  CheMre  R.  JK.  Ox.  St 
K.  H.  83;  55  Am.  Deo.  177.  This  nle  is  sustained  in  FewU  ▼.  iTeis  Hagem 
tic  Ox,  107  Mass.  865^  112  Id.  838,  holding  that  whan  tiie  injniy  duoa  by 
*  railroad  to  a  highway  is  of  a  permanent  character,  the  plaintiiBr  may  re- 
corer  in  one  action  the  entire  damagos,  and  they  are  not  limited  to  those 
«otnaIly  suffered  at  the  date  of  the  writ,  and  the  judgment  in  sadi »  caae  is 
a  bar  to  a  like  aotioB  between  the  parties  for  subsequent  injuries  from  the 
aame  causes  And  see^  in  support  of  this  Tiew,  Cftieo^  tie.  B,  R,  Ox  t. 
MaJ^,  91  IlL  812;  JBUubtAtoM  eic  R  S.  Co.  t.  ConJm.  10  Boah,  882;  «/^- 
/ermiwUU  etc  R.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Aterfr,  18  Id.  607;  BeduU  t.  MitUamd  !?>  Ox, 
L.  R.  8  Com.  P.  82.  But  where  the  eictent  of  the  wrong  may  be  appor- 
tioned from  time  to  time,  separate  actions  should  be  brought  to  recovor  tiie 
damages  sustained:  Smitk  r.  RaOnad  09.,  28  W.  Vx  458;  Harffreawm  t. 
KmJMey^  26  Id.  787;  58  Am.  Rep.  121;  and  see  Cuimherlwud  ete.  Ox  t. 
BiUshinga,  65  Mx  140;  NaL  Copper  Co.  ▼.  Mumeeota  Mm.  Co.,  57  Uieh.  83; 
58  Am.  Bep.  833;  Wmame  t.  Pomero^  Coal  Co.,  37  Ohio  St.  583;  Lord  t. 
CoHnm  Iron  Mfg.  Co.,  42  N.  J.  Eq.  157;  Kaneae  PaeiJSe  R^p  Co.  t.  Miklmam. 
17  Kan.  224.  Whether  the  injury  is  permanent,  as  where  a  railroad  eom- 
pany  constructs  an  insufficient  culTcrt  in  its  road-bed,  ii  a  question  for  tiia 
jury:  Peden  t.  Chicago  tie.  R.  R.  Co.,  78  Iowa,  828;  and  see  Uwkm  Tnmt  Ox 
▼.  Cuppp,  26  Kan.  754;  OMper  t.  i&mdai;  59  IlL  317;  LUOe  Rods  etc  R.  R. 
Co.  ▼.  dkqmuM,  88  Ark.  468}  BMp  M/g.  Co.  y.  State,  104  N.  Y.  562;  560. 

Railboad  OoMFAirr  d  Lublb  dob  DAjtAon  to  PLAnrmys  Lavd  bt 
Flooddio^  where  it  rssultad  from  insufficiency  of  culrert  in  embanknMnft 
«pon  its  road:  See  MCiiwv  IE.  IE.  Ox  r.  {TUMbiic^  94  Am.  I>sa  98. 


Alkibe  v.  Kahlb. 

[US  iLLOrois,  4M.] 

OurVlTANOI  OV  LaKD  to  PEB80N8  WhO  AUS  AT  THK  XdCB  PABTHXHa,  AHD 
PmCBIBIWQ  THBH  in  TBS  DeXD  as  COMPOSXirO  THB  FiBH  of  A  Jb  Co.« 
does  not  make  the  land  partnership  property,  nor  afford  any  indication 
that  it  was  purchased  with  partnendiip  funds  or  for  partnership  pnr- 
posex 

To  Kakb  Lakd  Pabtnvbship  Pbopibtt,  it  must  have  been  purchased  with 
partnership  funds  for  partnership  purposes,  or  at  least  there  must  have 
been  one  of  such  elements  present.  A  court  is  not  justified  in  finding 
that  real  property,  which  was  conveyed  to  two  partners,  became  partner- 
ship property  when  it  does  not  appear  to  have  been  used  in  the  busineaa 
of  the  partnership,  or  to  have  been  paid  for  out  of  its  funds,  although 
the  partners,  in  testifying  about  such  property,  designate  it  as  partner- 
ship assetx 

Happy  and  Travoua^  for  the  appellants. 

IfeicaJf  and  Metcalfe  and  Wiw  and  Davis^  for  the  appellees. 

Sheldon,  C.  J.  This  was  a  bill  in  equity,  brought  by  Chrig- 
tian  Kahle,  against  Alkire  &  Co.  and  Charles  N.  Travous,  to 
get  aside  a  sheriff's  sale  and  certificate  of  purchase  of  a  cer* 
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tain  tract  of  land  made  to  Travons,  on  an  ezecution  upon  a 
judgment  in  favor  of  Alkire  &  Co.,  against  one  Henry  Rob- 
inson. 

The  original  bill  set  forth  that  on  August  26,  1884,  Cato 
Abbott  and  Henry  Robinson  were  each  seised  in  fee-simple  of 
an  undivided  one  half  of  the  land;  that  on  that  day  Robin- 
son conveyed  his  one  half  to  Abbott,  the  deed  whereof  was 
recorded  May  26, 1886;  that  upon  the  execution  of  the  deed 
from  Robinson,  Abbott  entered  into  and  continued  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  premises  until  the  sale  thereof  to  complainant; 
that  on  April  24, 1886,  complainant  purchased  the  same  from 
Abbott  for  the  consideration  of  eighteen  hundred  dollars,  and 
received  a  warranty  deed  therefor;  that  at  the  October  term  of 
court,  1884,  Alkire  &  Co.  recovered  a  judgment  against  said 
Robinson,  under  which,  on  execution,  the  sheriff's  sale  in  ques- 
tion, of  Robinson's  interest  in  the  land,  was  made  to  Travous 
on  August  24, 1885.  At  a  late  stage  of  the  cause,  after  an- 
swers, replication,  and  reference  to  the  master  to  take  testi- 
mony, the  bill  was  amended  by  alleging  further  that  the  land 
in  question  was  partnership  property,  of  the  firm  of  Abbott 
and  Robinson;  that  there  had  been  a  dissolution  of  the  firm; 
that  it  was  insolvent  and  unable  to  pay  its  debts,  and  that 
Abbott  had  advanced,  for  the  firm,  moneys,  by  paying  debts 
of  the  firm  of  a  greater  amount  than  the  value  of  the  land, 
claiming  a  superior  equitable  lien  upon  the  premises  on  that 
account,  and  that  since  filing  the  original  bill  a  sheriff's  deed 
had  been  made  to  Travous,  and  asking  that  it  should  be 
set  aside.  The  court  below,  upon  hearing,  on  proofs  taken, 
decreed  in  favor  of  the  complainant,  and  the  defendants  ap- 
pealed. 

The  ground  of  the  complainant's  claim  for  relief,  by  the 
original  bill,  is,  that  Robinson  had  no  interest  in  the  land  at 
the  time  the  judgment  against  him  was  obtained  and  the  sale 
under  execution  thereon  made;  that  he  had  previously  con- 
veyed away  his  interest  to  Abbott,  and  under  the  amended 
bill,  that  if  Robinson  had  any  interest  in  the  land  at  the  time 
of  the  judgment,  it  was  subject  to  a  valid  lien,  in  equity, 
which  Abbott  had  upon  it  as  partnership  property  for  what 
was  due  to  him  as  partner  in  the  firm  of  Abbott  and  Rob- 
inson. 

The  judgment  against  Robinson  was  at  the  October  term, 
1884.  To  show  that  at  that  time  Robinson  had  no  interest 
in  the  land,  complainant  introduced  in  evidence  a  quitclaim 


642  Alxibs  v.  Eahub.  [lUiiioit, 


deed  from  Robinson  to  Abbotti  of  Bobinaon's  interest  in  the 
land,  purporting  to  bear  date  February  26, 1884,  and  Bobin* 
eon  and  Abbott  testified,  generally,  that  the  deed  waa  exe- 
cuted at  the  time  it  bears  date,  and  the  oflScer  who  took  the 
acknowledgment  testified  that  it  was  taken  before  him  at  the 
time  it  bears  date,  which  was  February  26, 1884«  In  opposi- 
tion to  this,  the  defendants  introduced  four  witnesses,  three  of 
them  being  entirely  disinterested,  who  testified  that  in  the 
date  of  the  year  appearing  in  the  body  of  the  deed,  and  in  the 
certificate  of  acknowledgment  (1884),  there  had  been  an 
erasure  of  the  last  figure  in  the  number  of  the  year,  and  the 
figure  ^4"  written  over  it,  making  it  read  1884;  that  in  the 
certificate  of  acknowledgment  the  erasure  was  complete,  there 
being  no  trace  of  the  figure  erased  left,  but  that  in  the  body  of 
the  deed  the  erasure  had  been  so  imperfectly  made  that  by 
an  examination  under  a  glass  the  figure  "6"  was  plainly  to  be 
seen  under  the  figure  ^'4."  There  was  no  rebuttal  whatever 
of  this  testimony,  but  it  stood  entirely  uncontradicted,  with 
no  attempt  at  explanation  of  the  erasure  and  alteration  of 
date.  All  that  appeared  as  in  any  way  opposed  thereto  was 
the  general  statement  before  referred  to,  made  by  witnesses  on 
introduction  of  the  deed  by  the  complainant^.that  the  deed 
was  executed  at  the  time  it  bears  date.  But  Robinson,  one  of 
the  witnesses  who  had  so  testified  in  chief,  aa  cross-examina- 
tion said:  ^^AU  I  can  tell  about  the  execution  and  delivery  is 
from  the  date  of  the  deed.  Have  no  recollection  aside  from 
that  When  I  testified  this  deed  was  excepted  on  the  26th  of 
February,  1884,  it  was  because  the  deed  bears  date  that  day." 
The  same  may  have  been  the  case  with  the  two  other  wit- 
nesses who  testified  the  deed  was  executed  at  the  time  it  bears 
date.  It  appears  that  the  writing  in  the  body  of  the  deed  and 
in  the  certificate  of  acknowledgment  was  made  by  different 
persons, — Robinson  and  the  officer  taking  the  acknowledg- 
ment. It  would  be  extraordinary  that  they  both  should  make 
the  same  identical  mistake  in  the  date  of  the  year. 

There  is  corroborative  evidence  of  the  alteration  of  the  date 
of  the  deed.  Abbott  and  Robinson  executed  a  written  lease  of 
the  land,  dated  August  23,  1888,  for  one  year  from  March  1, 
1884.  The  tenant  occupied  the  land  for  three  years,  from 
March  1,  1884,  he  testifying  that  he  knew  of  no  change  in  the 
ownership  of  Abbott  and  Robinson.  The  rent  for  the  first  two 
years  he  paid  to  Abbott,  the  latter  signing  all  the  rent  receipts 
in  the  name  of  Abbott  and  Robinson. 
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On  April  3, 1885,  Abbott  procured  an  abstract  of  title  of  the 
land  to  be  made,  for  the  purpose  of  borrowing  money  on  his 
interest.  The  abstracter  testifies  that  at  that  time  Abbott 
objected  to  the  abstract,  showing  the  judgment  against  Rob- 
inson, as  it  had  nothing  to  do  with  his  half,  and  that  Abbott 
then  told  him  Robinson  had  promised  at  one  time  to  deed  him 
bis  half,  because  he  had  paid  some  debts  for  him,  but  that 
Robinson  had  never  done  so.  Abbott  says  he  does  not  re* 
member  so  telling  the  abstracter. 

The  banker  to  whom  Abbott  applied  for  the  loan  in  the 
spring  of  1885  testifies  that  he  was  satisfied  with  the  security 
on  Abbott's  half-interest  in  the  land,  but  as  the  abstract  pre- 
sented showed  the  title  to  be  in  Abbott  and  Robinson,  he  was 
apprehensive  there  might  be  a  partition  suit,  to  which  he  did 
not  wish  to  be  a  party,  and  for  that  reason  he  refused  to  make 
the  loan  to  Abbott.  He  says  that  Abbott  did  not  then  claim 
to  own  more  than  one  half  of  the  land.  The  person  who  ac- 
companied Abbott  at  the  time,  to  assist  him  in  obtaining  the 
loan,  testifies  to  the  same  effect.  Mr.  Happy,  to  whom  this 
money  expected  to  be  borrowed  was  to  be  paid,  to  satisfy  a 
judgment  against  Abbott^  testifies  that  Abbott  told  him  of  the 
refusal  of  the  loan, — that  he  said  he  only  had  an  undivided 
interest  in  the  land  he  had  offered  as  security,  and  that  the 
banker  had  refused  to  loan  him  the  money  on  an  undivided 
interest,  and  he  would  have  to  make  other  arrangements. 
This  witness  was  interested  as  a  purchaser  from  Travous  of 
one  half  of  his  interest  in  the  land.  The  defendant  Travous 
testifies  that  some  two  or  three  days  before  the  sale  under  the 
execution,  in  a  conversation  he  had  with  Abbott,  the  latter 
told  him  that  Robinson  had  promised  to  deed  his  half  of  the 
land  to  him  (Abbott),  but  never  had  done  so,  and  now  it  was 
going  to  be  sold  away  from  them, — to  all  which  Abbott  says 
he  does  not  recollect  the  occurrences. 

We  are  satisfied  from  the  evidence  that  the  deed  from  Rob- 
inson to  Abbott  was  not  made  on  the  twenty-sixth  day  of 
February,  1884,  as  it  so  purports,  but  that  it  was  made  subse- 
quent to  the  reeoveryof  the  judgment  of  Alkire  &  Co.  against 
Robinson,  and  so  subject  to  the  lien  of  that  judgment,  unless 
the  claim,  under  the  amended  bill,  of  a  paramount  equitable 
lien  of  Abbott  upon  the  land,  as  partnership  property,  can  be 
sustained.  Respecting  such  claim,  it  appears  that  the  firm  of 
Abbott  and  Robinson,  consisting  of  Cato  Abbott  and  Henry 
Robinson,  was  formed  in  1857,  to  do  a  general  merchandise 
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buBinesa  at  Venice,  in  Madison  Comityi  Ulincns,  the  partner- 
ehip  continuing  untQ  December  6, 1881,  when  it  was  diseolTcd 
by  Cato  Abbott  selling  ont  to  two  other  individuals  his  inter- 
est in  the  stock  of  merchandise  then  in  the  store.  The  part- 
nership name  of  the  new  firm  was  Henry  Robinson  &  Co.  A 
warranty  deed  of  the  land  in  question  was  made  September 
24,  1872,  conveying  the  same  to  "  Cato  Abbott  and  Henry 
Robinson,  composing  the  firm  of  Abbott  and  Robinson,  of  the 
county  of  Madison  and  state  of  Illinois." 

We  recognize  it  as  a  principle  of  the  law  of  partnership  that 
the  separate  estate  or  interest  of  a  copartner  in  any  of  the  co- 
partnership property  is  only  his  share  of  that  part  of  the 
copartnership  effects  which  remains  after  the  debts  of  the 
firm,  and  the  demands  of  his  copartners  as  such,  are  satisfied; 
and  if  one  of  the  copartners  has  paid  more  than  his  share  of 
the  partnership  debts,  he  has  a  claim  upon  the  partnership 
property,  which  claim,  in  equity,  is  paramount  to  the  claims 
of  the  separate  creditors  of  his  copartners,  and  that  real  estate 
of  a  copartnership  is,  in  equity,  to  be  treated  as  part  of  the 
effects  of  the  firm. 

The  fact  of  the  conveyance  being  to  the  members  of  the 
partnership  did  not  make  the  land  copartnership  property, 
nor  did  the  mention  in  the  deed  of  the  grantees  as  '^  composing 
the  firm  of  Abbott  and  Robinson"  do  so:  Sigoumey  v.  Munn^  7 
Conn.  334.    That  was  but  deseriptio  penanm  of  the  individual 
grantees  in  the  deed.    Such  a  description  of  the  grantees,  as 
said  in  the  case  last  cited,  afibrds  no  indication  that  the  land 
was  purchased  with  partnership  funds,  or  appropriated  to  part- 
nership purposes.    To  have  made  this  land  partnership  prop- 
erty, it  must  have  been  purchased  with  partnership  funds  for 
partoiership  purposes,  or  at  least  there  must  have  been  one  of 
such  elements  present:   Parsons  on  Partnership,  364,  365; 
CoUyer  on  Partnership,  sec.  135,  and  cases  cited  in  note;  Hom 
V.  Carr^  1  Sum.  183;  Buchan  v.  Sumner ^  2  Barb.  Ch.  165;  47  Am. 
Dec.  305;  Wheailey^s  Heirs  v.  Calhoufij  12  Leigh,  264;  Alexander 
V.  KiwbrOy  49  Miss.  529.    The  business  of  this  copartnership 
was  that  of  merchandising  in  a  small  village.    The  land  in 
question  was  farm  land,  situated  several  miles  distant,  and 
does  not  appear  to  have  had  any  connection  in  any  way  with 
the  business  of  the  partnership.    The  evidence  shows  the  land 
was  sometimes  rented,  and  a  part  of  the  time  Abbott  and 
Robinson  farmed  it  themselves,  sowing  it  generally  in  wheat 
There  is  in  the  record  no  evidence  whatever  that  the  land  was 
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parchaaed  for  partnership  purposes,  or  that  it  was  appropri- 
ated to  any  purpose  of  the  partnership;  and,  as  we  think, 
there  is  an  equal  absence  of  evidence  that  the  land  was  pur- 
chased with  partnership  funds.  All  that  there  appears  in 
this  respect,  aside  from  the  description  in  the  deed  above 
adverted  to,  is,  that  Abbott  and  Robinson,  in  giving  their  testi- 
mony herein,  some  five  years  after  the  dissolution  of  the  part- 
nership, in  enumerating  the  assets  of  their  merchandising 
business,  class  this  land  among  the  assets  of  the  firm.  There 
is  not  an  intimation  in  their  testimony  that  the  land  was 
bought  with  partnership  funds  or  for  partnership  purposes,  or 
that  it  was  ever  put  to  partnership  use,  and  no  other  witness 
speaks  upon  the  subject.  Such  calling  of  land  assets  of  a  part- 
nership, as  above  mentioned,  does  not  make  it  such,  and  we  do 
not  regard  it  as  evidence  which  should  impress  the  land  with 
the  character  of  partnership  property.  In  order  for  that, 
there  should  be  some  evidence  of  the  elements  which  go  to 
constitute  the  land  partnership  property, — some  evidence  of 
facts  going  to  show  it  to  be  partnership  property. 

We  find  from  the  evidence  that  the  land  in  question  was 
real  estate,  held  by  the  two  copartners,  Abbott  and  Robinson^ 
as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  a  part  of  the  partnership 
property,  and  consequently  that  there  is  no  foundation  for  the 
equitable  claim,  which  is  set  up,  of  Abbott  upon  the  land  as 
partnership  property. 

The  decree  will  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded,  with 
direction  to  dismiss  the  bill. 


Whbthxb  liAin)  PuBOHABo  wiXH  pABTinBflszp  FinoNi  BaooMBi  Pabt- 
XTSBflBip  Pbopxbtt  IB  foUy  diBonwad  in  the  note  to  UtOormki^M  Appeaif  06 
Am.  Deo.  197-201. 
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[laS  iLujrois,  SBL} 

EQUITT  will    not   ReLIXVX   A0AIN8T    iJf    AsaBSBKZNT    OV   PbOPBRTT    fOR 

THX  PiTBFOSES  ov  TAXATION,  CD  the  gToimd  that  Bnch  BMMinment  U  too 
high,  when  the  ezoess,  if  any  ezists,  resnlted  from  tax  honeet  error  of 
judgment  on  the  part  of  the  asseesor.  In  anch  oasee  the  party  aggrieved 
mvat  reiort  to  the  remedy  provided  by  etatnte.  If  he  omita  to  do  bo  at 
the  proper  time  and  plaoe^  hiB  remedy  is  loet 

Eqvitt  will  Reuzyb  against  an  AssESSMiNT  Fbaitdulsnt  in  Faov  0» 
nr  Law. 

RiTXR  AS  A  BouNDABT  BXTWEEN  Staiis.  —  If  a  river  la  deelarad  by 
•tatnte  or  other  law  to  be  the  boondary  between  atatea,  the  liver,  "am 
AM.  St.  Esp.,  Vol.  V.—8ft 
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it  niii%  oontinnet  to  be  the  bonBdacy,"  although  it  may  change  in^er- 
eeptiUy  from  natnnl  eanaea.  Bat  if  the  rirer  saddenly  changes  its 
oouae  or  deeerti  its  natunl  channel,  the  boundary  remains  where  it  was 
before*  in  the  middle  of  the  deserted  river-bed. 

WBntB  ▲  RiTIE  U   ▲  BOUHDART    BETWUM    StATES»  It    O  THS    MaCT  OB 

PnufAmHT  RiTKK  which  oonstitates  the  boondary,  and  not  that  part 
which  flows  in  seasons  of  high  water  and  ia  dry  at  oUier  times. 

Fnusn  "Mdpui  of  thi  Rttkb"  and  *'Middl«  ov  ths  Maiv  Chas- 
VEL,"  when  employed  to  designate  the  boundary  between  Btates*  both 
signify  the  mean  center  line  of  the  main  channel,  — or,  as  it  ia  more 
freqnently  expressed,  the  "  thrsad  of  the  stream." 

Tbm  "CHAXfHKL"  IB  THV  Bkd  OF  A  Stbxam  OF  Wateb,  especially  th« 
deeper  part  of  a  river  or  bay  where  the  main  current  flows.  Whea 
employed  in  treating  of  subjects  connected  with  the  navigation  ci  rivera, 
it  indicates  the  line  of  deep  water  which  vessels  follow, — the  space 
within  which  vessels  may  and  usually  do  pass. 

ThB   BoUKDABT    BBTWUDf    THB   StATS    OF  iLLIirOIS  AND    MlSSOUKI  IS  tho 

thread  of  the  main  stream  of  the  liississippi  River. 

WhIBB  a  KaTIOABLB  RiVBB  PORM8  TBB  BOITNBABT  LiNB  BXTWXKB  StATVB» 

Both  abb  Pebsuxbd  to  hatb  thb  Fekb  Usb  of  It,  and  thb  DnrtDcra 
Lm B  WILL  KxnK  nr  thb  Middlb  of  thb  Channbl,  unless  the  oontxary 
is  shown  by  long  oooupancy  or  agreement  of  parties.  Each  state  holds 
to  the  center  thread  of  the  main  oham.  S,  or  current  along  which  vesaeU 
in  the  csrrying  trade  pasi^  —  that  is,  to  the  channel  of  commeroe»  not 
the  shallow  water  of  the  stream,  which,  at  some  seasons  of  the  year,  may 
be  impossible  of  navigation. 
Iw  AaaaBOta  for  Pubfosbb  of  TAXAnoir  a  Bbidqb  WmoB  £xrKin>s 
AoBon  A  Rivbb  Oonbtitutuq  thb  Bouvdart  bbtwebn  Two  Statkb. 
each  state  may  assess  snd  tax  so  nmoh  of  such  bridge  as  does  not  stand 
beyond  the  "thread,"  or  "middle  of  the  main  channel, "  of  sueh  river. 

R.  D.  W.  Holder f  RobeH  A.  HalbeHj  and  L.  D.  Twmerj  for  tho 
appellants. 

O.  and  O.  A.  Koemetj  for  the  appellee. 

ScoTTy  J.  It  is  alleged  complainant,  the  St  Louis  Bridge 
Company,  is  the  legal  successor  of  the  Illinois  and  St.  Lonis 
Bridge  Company,  which  was  incorporated  in  1868,  and  which 
constructed  a  hridge  over  the  Mississippi  River,  &om  East  St. 
Louis  to  St.  Louis.  The  work  was  completed  on  the  fourth 
day  of  July,  1874,  and  from  that  time  on  the  bridge  was  op* 
erated  by  the  original  corporation  until  September  20,  1878, 
when  it  was  sold  under  a  decree  of  court,  and  passed  to  com- 
plainant, and  has  since  been  operated  and  controlled  by  it. 
Only  two  persons  are  named  as  defendants, — one  is  William 
Buttenuth,  the  assessor  for  the  year  1885  for  the  town  in 
which  the  property  is  situated,  and  the  other  is  Philip  Rhein, 
who  was  then  county  clerk  of  the  county  in  which  the  prop- 
erty is  situata«i.    Two  principal  grounds  of  relief  are  relied 
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upon:  1.  That  complainant's  property  was  assessed  so  high 
in  proportion  to  other  property  in  the  town  that  it  was  a  fraud 
on  its  lights,  and  was  oppressiye;  and  2.  That  a  portion  of  the 
bridge  that  was  in  fact  within  the  state  of  Missouri  was  as* 
sessed  to  complainant  by  the  local  assessor  as  property  situ* 
ated  in  this  state.  The  bill  contains  other  matters  of  complaint 
of  a  less  serious  nature,  some  of  which  may  be  noticed  farther 
on.  The  specific  prayer  of  the  bill  is,  the  assessment  may  be 
set  aside,  and  that  defendant  Rhein,  the  county  clerk,  be  en* 
joined  and  restrained  from  extending  any  taxes  on  the  assess- 
ment made  on  complainant's  property.  Although  the  answers 
of  defendants  are  not  under  oath,  they  make  the  distinct  issue, 
complainant's  remedy  for  alleged  grievances,  if  any  existed, 
was  at  law,  and  not  in  chancery.  It  is  alleged  the  town  board 
was  in  session  on  the  fourth  Monday  of  June,  1885,  and  that 
although  the  assessment  was  completed  before  that  time,  no 
one  appeared  on  behalf  of  complainant  to  complain  its  prop- 
erty was  assessed  too  high,  or  otherwise  wrongfully  assessed. 
It  is  also  alleged  complainant  did  appear  before  the  county 
board,  and  claimed  that  its  property  was  assessed  too  high. 
The  complaint  was  not  considered,  perhaps  for  the  reason  it 
was  not  made  to  appear  the  assessment  was  made  after  the 
fourth  Monday  of  June,  1885.  On  the  final  hearing,  the  court 
found  the  assessment  complained  of  was  so  grossly  dispropor* 
tionate  to  the  valuation  of  other  property  in  the  township,  and 
so  excessive,  as  to  amount  to  a  fraud  on  complainant;  and  the 
court  further  found  that  part  of  the  bridge  structure — that  is 
to  say,  all  of  that  part  that  lies  west  of  the  easternmost  pier  of 
the  bridge — is  outside  of  the  limits  of  the  state  of  Illinois,  and 
was  illegally  assessed  and  included  in  the  assessment  with 
that  part  of  the  bridge  which  is  within  the  limits  of  the  state 
of  Illinois.  It  was  therefore  ordered  and  decreed  by  the  court 
that  the  assessment  of  complainant's  property,  so  made  by  de« 
fendant  Buttenuth,  be  set  aside  and  declared  null  and  void, 
and  that  the  temporary  injunction  previously  granted,  enjoin- 
ing the  defendant  Rhein  "from  extending  the  said  taxes 
against  said  property,  and  from  certifying  the  said  taxes  to  be 
collected,  to  the  collector  of  the  township,  or  issuing  his  war- 
rant for  the  said  taxes  to  be  collected  upon  said  assessment, 
be  made  perpetual,  and  that  the  said  defendant,  Buttenuth, 
yay  the  costs  of  said  suit." 

It  is  so  obvious  the  proposition  needs  no  discussion, — where 
the  excessive  valuation  complained  of  is  the  result  of  a  mere 
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hoBest  error  in  judgment  on  the  part  of  the  aBsesaor  making 
the  aseesament,  chancery  has  no  jurisdiction  to  afford  the 
party  aggrieved  any  relief.  This  court  has  ezpresaly  decided, 
in  Eriglish  v.  People^  96  111.  566,  the  statute  affords  the  party 
aggrieved  the  only  remedy  for  the  correction  of  an  excessive 
valuation  of  his  property  for  the  purposes  of  taxation,  unless 
it  is  fraudulently  assessed  too  high.  When  the  assessment  is 
completed  before  that  time,  the  application  must  be  made  to 
the  town  board,  under  the  provisions  of  the  eighty-sixth  sec- 
tion of  the  revenue  law  (Rev.  Stats.  1874),  on  the  fourth  Mon- 
day of  June.  In  this  case,  it  appears  the  town  board  was  in 
session  on  the  fourth  Monday  of  June,  in  the  year  complain- 
ant's property  was  assessed,  but  no  complaint  was  made  to  it 
on  behalf  of  complainant  that  its  property  was  assessed  too 
high,  or  otherwise  illegally  assessed. 

It  is  said  complainant  was  misled  by  the  answer  of  the  as- 
sessor, in  response  to  an  inquiry  concerning  the  assessment 
made,  about  the  time  the  town  board  would  meet,  that  he 
had  not  completed  the  assessment,  and  for  that  reason  no  ap- 
plication was  made  to  the  town  board.  Conceding  that  to  be 
so,  then  the  application  for  relief  should  have  been  made  io 
the  county  board,  under  section  97  of  the  revenue  law.  Ap- 
plication was  made  to  the  county  board  under  the  latter  sec- 
tion of  the  statute.  Counsel  for  the  bridge  company  was 
heard  before  the  county  board,  and  the  matter  was  r^erred 
to  an  appropriate  committee.  That  committee  reported:  "It 
is  claimed  by  the  attorneys  of  said  bridge  company  that  the 
Illinois  side  of  said  bridge  was  assessed  after  the  fourth  Mon- 
day of  June,  but  no  further  evidence  having  been  produced,, 
your  committee  does  not  recommend  any  action  in  the  mat- 
ter." It  seems  counsel  for  the  bridge  company  was  again 
heard  in  regard  to  the  assessment  of  its  property  for  the  year 
1885,  but  the  report  was  adopted.  Conceding,  as  it  is  thought 
must  be  done,  there  was  no  satisfactory  evidence  the  assess- 
ment was  made  after  the  fourth  Monday  of  June,  the  county 
board  very  properly  refused  to  take  jurisdiction  of  the  mat- 
ter. There  should  have  been  explicit  proof  the  assessment 
was  made  after  the  fourth  Monday  of  June,  and  it  seems  the 
assessor  himself  would  be  the  proper  party  by  whom  to  prove 
that  jurisdictional  fact.  Proof  of  his  statement  as  to  that  fact, 
made  in  a  casual  conversation,  when  he  was  not  engaged  in 
any  o£Scial  act  in  relation  to  such  assessment,  is  not  compe- 
tent evidence  to  prove  when  the  assessment  was  in  £act  made 
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or  completed,  and  did  not  excuse  complainant  from  making 
application  to  the  town  board  when  in  seseion,  as  it  was  at  the 
time  designated  in  the  statnte.  Omitting  to  make  application 
then  to  the  town  board  at  its  regular  session,  at  the  appointed 
time,  complainant  lost  all  remedy  under  the  statute  for  relief 
against  the  alleged  excessive  valuation  of  its  property  for 
taxation. 

But  it  is  alleged  in  the  bill  the  assessment  was  fraudulent, 
and  it  is  upon  that  ground  it  is  suggested  the  jurisdiction  of  a 
court  of  chancery  rests  to  afford  the  relief  demanded.  Should 
it  be  made  to  appear  the  assessment  was  fraudulent  in  fact 
or  in  law,  no  doubt  a  court  of  equity  would  set  it  aside,  on  the 
principle  fraud  vitiates  everything  it  touches,  and  equity  will 
permit  nothing  to  stand  that  is  tainted  with  fraud,  either  in 
private  or  public  transactions.  But  is  it  shown  the  assessment 
is  fraudulent,  either  in  fact  or  in  law?  It  is  thought  it  is  not. 
No  misconduct  is  imputed  to  the  assessor  in  connection  with 
the  assessment,  except  that  he  promised  to  visit  the  office  of 
the  company  before  making  it,  to  hear  the  suggestions  of  the 
company's  officers  as  to  facts  that  would  materially  affect  the 
amount  of  the  assessment,  but  it  is  alleged  he  failed  to  keep 
his  promise  in  that  regard.  The  assessor  was  under  no  legal 
obligation  to  call  upon  the  officers  of  the  company  for  infor- 
mation in  regard  to  his  duty  in  making  the  assessment  of  its 
property,  nor  is  it  insisted  he  was.  The  office  of  the  company 
was  located  in  St.  Louis,  out  of  this  state,  and  it  would  seem 
if  its  officers  had  any  facts  to  communicate  to  the  assessor 
that  would  be  at  all  likely  to  affect  the  assessment  favorably 
for  the  company,  it  was  their  privilege  to  go  to  his  office,  and 
there  lay  them  before  him  for  his  consideration.  Because  the 
assessor  did  not  call  at  the  company's  office  affords  no  just 
grounds  for  complaint,  and  the  charge  he  omitted  to  do  so 
does  not  aid,  in  the  slightest  degree,  complainant's  demand 
for  equitable  relief. 

The  court  found  by  its  decree  the  assessment  complained 
of  was  so  grossly  disproportionate  to  the  assessment  of  other 
property  in  the  town,  and  was  so  excessive  in  amount,  as  to 
be  a  fraud  upon  complainant.  Is  this  finding  of  the  court 
sustained  by  \he  evidence  submitted  at  the  hearing?  It  can 
hardly  be  said  it  is.  On  this  branch  of  the  case,  the  evidence 
is  very  unsatisfactory.  There  are  witnesses  who  state,  in  a 
general  way,  it  is  their  opinion  the  bridge  property  is  assessed 
proportionately  much  higher  than  other  property  in  the  town; 
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but  upon  what  facts  their  jadgments  in  that  respect  are  based 
does  not  appear  with  any  distinctness.    As  compared  with  the 
valuation  placed  by  the  assessor  upon  all  other  property  within 
the  town,  it  was  their  judgment  the  valuation  of  the  bridge 
property  was  much  too  high.    It  should  not  be  forgotten  the 
local  assessor  does  not  assess  railroad  property,  of  which  there 
is  a  very  large  amount  in  that  town,  and  when  the  value  of  all 
railroad  property  is  added  to  that  fixed  by  the  assessor  on 
other  property,  no  witness  ventures  to  state  the  valuation  of 
the  bridge  property  would  be  disproportionate  to  the  aggregate 
valuation  of  the  entire  property  of  the  town.    It  is- shown  the 
valuation  placed  on  the  property  of  complainant  is  less  than 
the  average  valuation  since  1875,  including  that  year.    In 
some  yeazB  it  was  much  higher,  and  in  others  less.    In  1875 
the  assessed  value  was  one  million  nine  hundred  thousand 
dollars,  and  in  1876  it  was  the  same,  while  in  1885,  of  which 
complaint  is  made,  the  assessed  value  was  one  million  one 
hundred  thousand  dollars.    On  the  whole  evidence  consideredi 
it  does  not  appear  the  valuation  placed  upon  complainant's 
property  is  so  much  higher  in  proportion  to  that  placed  on 
other  property  in  the  town  it  is  firaudulent  for  that  reason. 
Nor  does  it  appear,  from  anything  contained  in  this  record, 
that  assessment  is  excessive  in  itselfl    There  is  no  evidence 
of  the  value  of  that  part  of  the  bridge  and  its  approaches  sub- 
ject to  taxation  in  this  state,  and  without  evidence  of  its  value, 
it  cannot  be  declared,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  present  valua« 
tion  is  excessive  to  that  degree  it  is  fraudulent  in  law. 

The  remaining  ground  of  relief  insisted  upon  is,  that  part 
of  the  bridge  structure  which  lies  west  of  its  easternmost  pier 
is  outside  of  the  state  of  Illinois,  and  was  illegally  assessed 
and  included  in  the  assessment  with  that  part  which  is  con- 
fessedly within  the  limits  of  the  state.  On  this  branch  of  the 
case  some  evidence  was  offered,  and  some  discussion  has  been 
had  as  to  the  boundary  line  between  the  states  of  Missouri 
and  Illinois  at  the  point  where  the  bridge  structure  spans  the 
Mississippi  River.  That  question  is  certainly  one  of  great 
gravity,  and  one  this  court  will  hardly  undertake  to  determine 
definitely  on  the  meager  evidence  to  be  found  in  this  record, 
and  in  a  case  where  neither  state  is  represented,  and  where 
there  are  no  defendants  other  than  private  citizens,  neither  of 
whom  had  the  slightest  personal  interest  in  the  matter.  The 
utmost  this  court  will  assume  to  decide  is,  what  part  of  com- 
plainant's bridge  is  to  be  regarded  as  within  the  state  of  Illi- 
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nois  for  the  purposes  of  taxation?  or,  what  is  the  same  thing, 
does  the  valuation  of  complainant's  property,  as  made  by  the 
assessor  for  1885,  include  any  portion  of  the  bridge  not  sub- 
ject to  taxation  in  this  state? 

It  is  certain  no  part  of  that  portion  of  the  bridge  structure 
assessed  by  the  local  assessor  for  taxation  in  this  state  is  in 
the  state  of  Missouri,  nor  does  it  appear  that  it  was  ever  sub* 
ject  to  taxation  in  that  state.  In  the  act  of  Congress,  March 
6,  1820  (U.  S.  Stats,  at  Large,  545),  to  enable  the  territory  of 
Missouri  to  form  a  constitution,  in  fixing  the  boundaries,  it  is 
declared,  ^Hhence  due  east  to  the  middle  of  the  main  chan- 
nel  of  the  Mississippi  River;  thence  down  and  following  the 
course  of  the  Mississippi  River,  in  the  middle  of  the  main 
channel  thereof."  The  state  of  Missouri,  by  its  constitution 
of  1820,  ratified  the  boundaries  as  fixed  by  the  enabling  act 
of  Congress,  and  we  are  not  aware  the  eastern  boundary  of 
the  state  has  since  been  changed.  The  constitution  of  1875 
of  that  state  simply  ratified  and  confirmed  the  boundaries  of 
the  state  as  established  by  law.  Notwithstanding  the  fact 
the  main  channel  of  the  river  might  be  changed  by  imper- 
ceptible natural  wear  on  one  side,  or  by  gradual  formation  of 
alluvions,  still  'Uhe  middle  of  the  main  channel,"  when  ascer* 
tained,  would  be  the  boundary  of  the  state.  It  might  be  a 
slightly  shifting  line,  hardly  perceptible;  still  it  would  be  a 
well-known  and  easily  ascertainable  boundary  line.  The  rule 
of  law  is,  when  a  stream  dividing  coterminous  states,  being  a 
boundary  line,  alters  its  channel  by  a  gradual  or  impercepti- 
ble process  of  wear  or  of  alluvions,  the  boundary  shifts  with 
the  channel.  No  matter  what  conclusion  might  be  reached 
as  to  the  western  boundary  of  Illinois,  it  cannot  be  main- 
tained the  eastern  boundary  of  the  state  of  Missouri  is  farther 
east  than  the  '*  middle  of  the  main  channel "  of  the  Missis- 
sippi at  the  point  where  the  bridge  structure  spans  that  river. 
It  is  not  alleged  in  the  bill,  nor  claimed  in  argument,  any  por- 
tion of  the  bridge  assessed  by  the  local  assessor  in  this  state 
lies  west  of  the  ''  middle  ot  the  main  channel "  of  the  river. 
It  would  seem  to  follow,  therefore,  if  that  portion  of  the  bridge 
included  in  the  assessment  that  lies  between  the  eastern  pier 
of  the  bridge  and  the  ''middle  of  the  main  channel"  of  the 
river  is  not  within  the  limits  of  the  state  of  Illinois,  it  is  not 
included  within  the  defined  boundaries  of  any  state.  That 
conclusion  will  hardly  be  adopted,  unless  the  question  will 
admit  of  no  other  solution. 
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The  act  of  (Tongress  of  April  18, 1818^  to  enable  the  pec^Ie 
of  the  territory  of  Illinois  to  form  a  state  oonstitiitioni  fixed 
the  western  boundary  at  the '' middle  of  the  Missisaippi  River/' 
and  declared  the  state  should  have  concurrent  "jurisdiction 
on  the  Mississippi  River  with  any  state  or  states  to  be  formed 
west  thereof^  so  far  as  said  river  shall  form  a  common  boun- 
dary to  both."  By  the  constitution  of  1818,  the  people  rati- 
fied the  boundaries  fixed  for  the  state  by  the  enabling  act  of 
Congress,  and  in  the  constitutions  of  1848  and  of  1870  the  same 
boundaries  and  jurisdiction  are  declared,  except  in  the  two 
last  constitutions  it  is  provided,  ''this  state  shall  exercise  such 
jurisdiction  upon  the  Ohio  River  as  she  is  now  entitled  to,  or 
such  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by  this  state  and  the  state  of 
Kentucky."  It  seems  clear,  from  all  legislation  and  ordi* 
nances  on  this  subject,  it  was  intended  the  Mississippi  River 
should  constitute  '*a  common  boundary"  between  the  state  of 
Illinois  and  any  state  or  states  that  might  be  formed  to  the 
west  and  next  to  that  river.  That  intention  is  more  definitely 
declared  than  it  was  in  regard  to  the  Ohio  River,  for  in  fixing 
the  boundary  of  Illinois,  when  the  line  down  along  the  middle 
of  the  Mississippi  River  should  reach  the  confluence  of  that 
river  with  the  Ohio,  the  boundary  should  be  from  thence  up 
the  latter  river  "along  its  nortii western  shore,"  and  yet  it  has 
been  held  the  river  is  the  boundary  between  states  divided  by 
the  Ohio  River,  although  the  original  proprietor,  in  granting 
the  territory,  retained  the  river  within  its  own  domain.  The 
law,  as  stated  by  law-writers,  and  in  the  adjudged  cases,  seems 
to  be,  that  where  a  river  is  declared  to  be  the  boundary  between 
states,  although  it  may  change  imperceptibly,  from  natural 
causes,  the  river,  "as  it  runs,  continues  to  be  the  boundary." 
But  if  the  river  should  suddenly  change  its  course,  or  desert 
the  original  channel,  the  rule  of  law  is,  the  boundary  remains 
in  the  middle  of  the  deserted  river-bed.  Where  a  river  is  a 
boundary  between  states,  as  is  the  Mississippi  between  Illinois 
and  Missouri,  it  is  the  main — the  permanent — river  which 
constitutes  the  boundary,  and  not  that  part  which  flows  in 
seasons  of  high  water,  and  is  dry  at  other  times:  HandUr^i 
Lessee  v.  Anthony^  5  Wheat.  374.  In  no  other  way  would  a 
river  be  a  permanent  fixed  boundary,  at  all  times  readily  as- 
certainable. There  are  many  cogent  reasons  why  the  boun- 
dary lines  between  states  should  be  permanent;  otherwise 
territory  in  on*i  state  at  one  time  sooner  or  later  might  be 
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in  another  state.    It  must  be  in  ono  state  all  the  time,  or  else 
the  state  would  lose  jurisdiction  over  it. 

Treating,  then,  as  must  be  done,  the  Mississippi  River  as  a 
common  boundary  between  the  states  of  Illinois  and  Missouri, 
what  meaning  is  to  be  given  to  the  term,  **  middle  of  the  Mis- 
sissippi River,''  used  in  the  enabling  act  of  Congress,  and  in 
the  constitution,  defining  the  boundaries  of  the  state  of  Illi- 
nois? Whether,  when  mere  private  rights  are  involved,  the 
phrases,  the  '* middle  of  the  river,"  and  the  ''middle  of  the 
main  channel,"  or,  what  is  the  same  thing,  the  "thread  of 
the  stream,"  mean  the  same  thing,  and  may  be  interchange- 
ably used,  there  are  many  considerations  affecting  the  public 
welfiare  why  it  should  be  held  the  '*  middle  of  the  channel "  of 
a  river  between  independent  states  or  countries  should  be  re- 
garded as  the  boundary  line  between  them,  in  the  absence  of 
express  agreement  to  the  contrary.  When  applied  to  rivers 
as  boundaries  between  states,  the  phrases,  ''middle  of  the 
river,"  and  "middle  of  the  main  channel,"  are  equivalent  ex- 
pressions, and  both  mean  the  center  line  of  the  main  channel, 
— or,  as  it  is  most  frequently  expressed,  the  "thread  of  the 
stream."  Should  the  expression,  "middle  of  the  river,"  be 
construed  to  mean  a  line  midway  of  the  water  surface,  that 
would  give  no  permanent  boundary  that  could  be  ascertained. 
It  would  be  at  one  point  at  one  time,  and  distant  away  at  an- 
other. Had  the  boundaries  of  Illinois  been  fixed  at  the  time 
of  the  high  water  in  1844,  and  the  middle  of  the  river  opposite 
St.  Louis  been  held  to  be  a  line  midway  of  the  surface  of  the 
water,  that  line  would  then  have  been  far  east  of  the  present 
dty  of  East  St.  Louis,  and  on  the  waters  receding,  it  would 
have  shifted  back  towards  the  west,  nearer  the  city  of  St. 
Louis.  So  unsatisfactory  a  proposition  as  that  will  not  be 
adopted.  It  would  lead  to  insurmountable  difficulties.  Some 
light  will  be  oast  upon  the  subject  of  inquiry  by  first  ascer- 
taining, as  near  as  may  be,  the  meaning  of  the  words,  "main 
channel,"  "mid-channel,"  "middle  of  the  current,"  as  those 
terms  are  used  in  the  adjudged  cases  and  in  the  text-books 
that  shall  be  examined. 

The  definition  of  the  word  "channel,"  given  in  the  most  re- 
cent edition  of  Webster's  Dictionary,  is,  "the  bed  of  a  stream 
of  water;  especially  the  deeper  part  of  a  river  or  bay  where 
the  main  current  flows."  The  case  of  Durdieth  and  Dulmque 
Bridge  Co.  v.  County  of  Dvbuquej  55  Iowa,  558,  while  this 
court  does  not  approve  the  decision  of  the  case,  contains  a 
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very  accurate  definition  of  the  word  "  channel,''  as  commonly 
used  by  river-men.  It  is,  ''the  word  'channel,'  when  employed 
in  treating  subjects  connected  with  the  navigation  of  rivers, 
indicates  the  line  of  the  deep  water  which  vessels  follow." 
In  Row$  V.  Smithy  51  Conn.  266,  60  Am.  Rep.  16,  it  is  said: 
''  The  expression,  'middle  of  the  channel  of  the  bay  or  harbor,' 
does  not  refer  to  the  thread  of  deepest  water,  but  to  that  space 
within  which  ships  can  and  usually  do  pass."  It  is  appre- 
hended it  is  in  this  sense  the  expressions,  "middle  of  the 
river,"  "middle  of  the  main  channel,"  "mid-channel,"  ^'mid* 
die  thread  of  the  channel,"  are  used  in  enabling  acts  of  Con- 
gress and  in  state  constitutions  establishing  state  boundaries. 
It  is  the  free  navigation  of  the  river — when  such  river  consti- 
tutes a  common  boundary  (that  part  on  which  boats  can  and 
do  pass,  sometimes  called  "nature's  pathway") — that  states 
demand  shall  be  secured  to  them.  When  a  river,  navigable 
in  fact,  is  taken  or  agreed  upon  as  the  boundary  between  two 
nations  or  states,  the  utility  of  the  main  channel,  or,  what  is 
the  same  thing,  the  navigable  part  of  the  river,  is  too  great  to 
admit  a  supposition  that  either  state  intended  to  surrender  to 
the  state  or  nation  occupying  the  opposite  shore  the  whole  of 
the  principal  channel  or  highway  fat  vessels,  and  thus  debar 
its  own  vessels  the  right  of  passing  to  and  fro  for  purposes  of 
defense  or  commerce.  That  would  be  to  surrender  all,  or  at 
least  the  most  valuable  part,  of  such  river  boundary  for  the 
purposes  of  commerce,  or  other  purposes  deemed  of  great  value 
to  independent  states  or  nations. 

Construing,  then,  the  phrases,  "middle  of  the  Mississippi 
River,''  and  the  "  middle  of  the  main  channel  of  the  Mississippi 
River,"  to  mean  the  same  thing,  both  acts  of  Congress  fixLag 
the  boundaries  of  Illinois  and  Missouri  declare  the  middle  of 
the  main  channel  of  the  Mississippi  River  to  be  the  boundary 
line  between  the  states,  and  that  is  the  thread  of  the  main 
stream. 

In  Thomas  v.  Hatchj  3  Sum.  170,  Story,  J.,  said:  "  I  con- 
sider the  law  to  be  clearly  settled  that  a  boundary  on  a  stream, 
on  or  by  a  stream,  or  to  a  stream,  includes  the  flats,  at  least 
to  low-water  mark,  and  in  many  cases  to  the  middle  thread 
of  the  river." 

A  valuable  case  on  this  subject  is  Morgan  v.  Reading^  3 
Smedes  &  M.  366.  The  opinion  is  by  Chief  Justice  Sharkey. 
Although  not  directly  involved,  the  discussion,  in  part,  had 
relation  to  the  boundary  line  of  the  state  of  Mississippi.    The 
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facts  as  stated  in  the  opinion  are,  that  by  various  treaties  and 
cessions  the  United  States  had  succeeded  to  all  the  territory  east 
of  a  Une' drawn  along  the  middle  of  the  Missifisippi,  above  the 
thirty-first  degree  of  latitude.  Louisiana  was  then  bounded  on 
the  east  by  the  same  line, — the  middle  of  the  river  above  the 
river  Iberville,  as  it  bad  been  establiBhed  by  the  treaty  of  1763. 
In  1798,  while  the  middle  of  the  river  was  still  the  boundary 
line  between  the  province  of  Louisiana  and  the  United  States, 
Congress  established  the  Mississippi  territory,  bounding  it  on 
the  west  by  the  Mississippi.  It  was  in  reference  to  that  line 
the  court  said:  '^  We  have  said  that  Congress  omitted  to  men- 
tion the  middle  of  the  river,  but  bounded  the  territory  by  the 
Mississippi"  The  common  law,  by  construction,  extends 
grants  bounded  '^by"  or  ''on"  or  ''along"  a  fresh-water 
stream,  to  the  thread  of  the  stream.  The  Mississippi  territory, 
by  this  rule,  extended  to  the  middle  of  the  river. 

In  HandleifB  Lessee  v.  Anthony^  Mfpra,  it  was  said  by  the 
court:  "  Where  a  great  river  is  the  boundary  between  two  na* 
tions  or  states,  if  the  original  property  is  in  neither,  and  there 
be  no  convention  respecting  it,  each  holds  to  the  middle  of  the 
stream." 

Mr.  Field,  in  his  work  entitled  Outlines  of  an  International 
Code,  2d  ed.,  section  80,  in  speaking  of  boundary  by  stream  or 
channel,  says:  "  The  limits  of  national  territory  bounded  by  a 
river  or  stream,  or  by  a  strait  or  sound,  or  arm  of  the  sea,  the 
other  shore  of  which  is  the  territory  of  another  nation,  extend 
outward  to  a  point  equidistant  from  the  territory  of  the  nation 
occupying  the  opposite  shore,  or,  if  there  be  a  stream  or  a  navi- 
gable  channel,  to  the  thread  of  the  stream, — that  is,  to  the 
mid-channel, — or,  if  there  be  several  channels,  to  the  middle 
of  the  principal  one." 

In  his  work  on  the  law  of  nations,  page  31,  Mr.  Poison  says: 
"  If  the  river  divides  two  states,  the  mid-channel  is  considered 
as  the  boundary  line,  unless  prior  occupation  has  given  to  the 
one  or  the  other  the  right  of  possession  to  the  whole." 

There  are  cases  in  this  and  other  courts,  although  the  dis- 
cussion bad  reference  directly  to  riparian  rights,  and  not  to 
boundaries  between  states,  that  illustrate  this  same  doctrine. 
In  Fletcher  v.  Thunder  Bay  Boom  Co.,  51  Mich.  277,  it  was 
held  the  riparian  rights  of  defendant,  in  the  case  being  con- 
sidered, extended  to  the  thread  of  the  stream, — to  the  center 
of  the  main  channel  of  the  river.  It  was  said  by  this  court  in 
Middleton  v.  Pritehard,  3  Scam.  510,  88  Am.  Dec.  112,  "that 
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all  grants  bounded  upon  a  river  not  navigable  bj  the  oommoa 
law  entitled  the  grantee  to  all  islands  lying  between  the  main- 
land and  the  center  thread  of  the  current."  In  (7o&6  ▼.  La^ 
voile,  89  111.  831, 31  Am.  Rep.  91,  it  was  said:  ''  It  seems  to  be 
the  settled  law  of  this  country  that  the  owner  of  land  bcxrder- 
ing  upon  a  river  not  navigable  at  common  law,  such  as  the 
Mississippi  River,  will  be  entitled  to  claim  to  the  center  of  the 
current  of  the  stream."  The  same  doctrine  was  resitated  in 
Piper  V.  CtyMullyy  108  111.  646,  where  it  is  said:  ''The  general 
doctrine  that  grants  of  land  bounded  upon  rivers,  or  the  mar- 
gins above  tide* water,  carry  the  exclusive  right  and  title  of  the 
grantee  to  the  center  thread  of  the  current,  unless  the  terms  of 
the  grant  clearly  denote  the  intention  to  st(^  at  the  margin  of 
the  river,  has  been  too  long  established  and  too  firmly  adhered 
to  by  this  court  to  be  now  questioned." 

No  reason  is  perceived  why  the  principles  here  stated  should 
not  control  the  decision  of  the  case  being  considered.    As  before 
remarked,  it  is  manifest  it  was  the  intention  of  Congress  the 
Mississippi  River  should  constitute  a  ''common  boundary" 
between  tiie  states  of  IllincHS  and  Missouri,  and  had  the  words 
the  "  middle  of  the  Mississippi  River,"  and  the  "  middle  of  the 
main  channel,"  been  omitted  in  both  enabling  acts  of  Con- 
gress, still  the  river  itself  would  be  the  boundary,  and  each 
state  would  hold  to  the  "middle  of  the  stream," — that  is  to 
say,  the  middle  thread  of  the  stream.    The  intention  in  this 
respect  is  made  most  manifest  by  the  fact  it  must  have  been 
and  was  known  to  Congress  when  it  passed  the  enabling  act 
for  Missouri,  and  fixed  the  boundary  at  the  "  middle  of  the 
main  channel  of  the  Mississippi  River,"  that  the  western  boun- 
dary of  Illinois  had  been  fixed  "at  the  middle  of  the  Missis- 
sippi River,"   and  certainly  it  was  not  intended  to  fix  two 
distinct  or  difierent  boundary  lines.    That  would  have  left  a 
space  not  in  either  state,  and  no  such  absurd  intention  should 
be  imputed  to  Congress.    It  was  most  appropriately  said  by 
the  court  in  Morgan  v.  Reading^  aupm,  in  respect  to  the  boun- 
dary line  as  fixed  by  the  act  of  Congress  organizing  the  terri- 
tory of  Mississippi,  which  established  the  "  Mississippi  River'* 
as  the  western  boundary:    '^AU  west  of  that  line  [that  is, 
the  middle  of  the  river]  was  owned  by  a  foreign  power,  and 
we  cannot  suppose  Congress,  under  the  circumstancea,  de- 
signed to  limit  the  jurisdiction  of  the  territory  by  the  bank  of 
the  river." 

The  suggestion,  Congress,  by  its  enabling  acts,  may  have 
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efitabli»lied  one  line  in  the  Mieaiasippi  River  for  the  eastern 
boundary  for  Missouri,  and  another  line,  farther  east,  for  the 
western  boundary  of  Illinois,  has  nothing  in  law  or  in  fact 
upon  which  to  rest.  The  whole  legislation  on  this  subject 
shows,  as  before  remarked,  it  was  the  intention  of  Congress 
to  make  the  river  a  '^ common  boundary"  between  these  states, 
and  the  expressions  used  in  both  enabling  acts,  although  the 
words  used  may  not  be  the  same,  make  the  middle  of  the  main 
channel  of  the  permanent  river  the  boundary  line.  In  such 
cases  the  principle  is,  as  stated  by  Mr.  Wooleey  in  his  work  on 
international  law,  section  58:  "Where  a  navigable  river  forms 
the  boundary  between  states,  both  are  presumed  to  have  free 
use  of  it,  and  the  dividing  line  will  run  in  the  middle  of  the 
channel,  unless  the  contrary  is  shown  by  long  occupancy  or 
agreement  of  parties."  Commercial  considerations  make  it 
imperative,  where  states  or  nations  are  divided  by  a  navigable 
river,  each  should  hold  to  the  center  thread  of  the  main  chan- 
nel or  current  along  which  vessels  in  the  carrying  trade  pass. 
That  is  the  ''channel  of  commerce  " — not  the  shallow  water 
of  the  stream  which,  at  some  seasons  of  the  year,  may  be 
impossible  of  navigation — upon  which  each  nation  or  state 
demands  the  right  to  move  its  products  without  any  inter- 
ference from  the  state  or  nation  occupying  the  opposite  shore. 
80  important  has  this  right  ever  been  deemed,  it  is  thought  to 
be  embraced  in  all  treaties,  cessions,  ordinances,  statutes,  and 
constitutions  made,  enacted,  or  adopted  in  regard  to  the  Mis- 
sissippi River  since  the  federal  government  was  organized. 
It  was  the  great  desire  to  secure  this  important  privilege  that 
gave  rise  to  all  the  efforts  on  the  part  of  the  general  govern- 
ment to  obtain  the  control  of  the  Mississippi  River  from  its 
source  to  that  point  where  it  empties  into  the  gulf  and  con- 
nects with  the  sea. 

It  has  been  often  ruled,  the  intention  in  such  great  matters 
as  state  boundaries,  when  clearly  manifested  by  cessions, 
grants,  or  legislative  acts,  should  control.  It  is  a  fact  so  well 
known  it  is  not  called  in  question,  that  so  far  back  as  can  be 
known,  either  from  history  or  tradition,  the  main  channel  of 
the  Mississippi  River  at  the  point  where  complainant's  bridge 
is  constructed  was  always  west  of  Bloody  Island, — that  is, 
between  that  island  and  the  Missouri  shore.  Both  states  have 
always  recognized  this  fact,  and  for  that  reason  Bloody 
Island,  although  the  river  east  of  it  was  in  fact,  at  one  time, 
navigable  for  shallow-draft  vessels, — certainly  in  seasons  of 
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high  water, — was  always  regarded  as  being  within  the  limits 
of  the  state  of  Illinois.  At  one  time  graye  apprehensions  were 
entertained  that  the  main  channel  of  the  riyer  might  change 
to  the  east  side  of  Bloody  Island,  and  thns  leave  the  Mie- 
eouri  side;  bnt  by  the  consent  of  Illinois,  expressed  by  tba 
general  assembly,  dikes  and  other  structures  were  erected  at 
the  upper  end  of  the  island  to  keep  the  main  channel  on  the 
Missouri  side,  where  it  had  previously  been.  Those  structoree 
proved  efficient,  and  the  main  channel  of  the  river  now  flows 
where  it  did  since  before  the  boundaries  of  either  state  divided 
by  it  were  established  by  Congress  or  declared  by  state  con- 
stitutions. It  is  not  claimed,  either  by  the  bill  or  in  the 
evidence,  that  any  part  of  complainant's  bridge  that  was 
assessed  by  the  local  assessor  lies  west  of  the  middle  of  what 
has  always  been  the  main  channel  of  the  river  since  the  states 
were  organized  under  the  acts  of  Congress,  and  this  court  has 
no  hesitation  in  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  all  of  that  part 
of  the  bridge,  with  its  approaches,  that  lies  east  of  the  middle 
line  of  the  main  channel  of  the  river,  is  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  state  of  Illinois  for  the  purposes  of  state  and  local 
taxation.  Only  that  part  of  the  bridge  east  of  the  middle  of 
the  main  channel  of  tiie  river,  as  appears  from  the  plat  used 
in  making  the  assessment,  was  assessed  in  this  case,  and  that 
was  warranted  by  law. 

The  case  of  Missouri  v.  KerUwhyj  11  Wall.  395,  cited  bj 
counsel  for  complainant  as  being  conclusive  of  the  case  in 
hand,  has  been  examined,  and  it  is  not  perceived  it  contains 
anything  in  conflict  with  the  general  views  here  expressed. 
Indeed,  some  of  the  reasoning  in  that  case  has  been  adopted 
in  this  opinion. 

The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  will  be  reversed,  and  the 
cause  will  be  remanded,  with  directions  to  that  court  to  die* 
miss  the  bill. 

Mn>DLB  ov  Cranhbl  Of  Bat  ob  Harbob  is  held  not  to  refer  to  tiuttd 
of  deepest  water,  bat  to  that  space  within  which  ships  can  and  nsosSy  ^ 
pass:  Sowe  ▼.  SmUh,  60  Am.  Bep.  16. 

Injunction  to  Ristbaut  CoixicnoN  or  Tax  ob  AasxasMENT  iitin 
■nbject  of  the  note  to  JSroUsml  ▼.  Bottimofv^  09  Am.  Dec  19S-90S. 
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CmoAGO  AND  Alton  R  R.  Co.  v.  Dillon. 

flSS  ILLIHOU,  07a  I 

Qpiviov  oar  WnmaL^WitiiMiwho  states  that  he.-waaata  railroad  cross- 
ing at  the  time  of  an  aooident^  and  that  he  did  not  hear  any  bell  or  whistls^ 
may  be  asked  whether,  in  his  opinion,  he  wonld  have  heard  the  bell  had 
it  been  rang,  or  the  whistle  had  it  been  blown. 

iHflfTBUCnOHB  mrST  AlWATS  be    Ck>K8TR17EI>  IN  THK    LXGBT  OF  THB  LSSUU 

on  trial,  and  the  evidence  offered  in  their  snpport. 

Nonci  or  thb  Appboach  ov  Railwat  TRAiKa  should  be  Qivem  by 
those  in  charge  of  them,  at  all  points  of  known  or  apprehended  danger. 

Ix  AcnoH  TO  Rkoovbb  vob  Ihjubibb  Sustainid  iBOM  Nboligbiice  ov 
SBBVAirrs  ov  Railboao  nr  hot  Giynva  Wakjuuhq  or  thb  Appboacb 
or  A  Tbadt  to  a  public  crossing,  it  is  not  necesssry  to  show  that  the 
avenne  there  crossed  was  a  public  highway,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute  requiring  bells  to  be  mng  or  whistles  blown  when  approaching 
such  highways,  for,  independent  of  such  statute,  it  is  the  duty  of  per* 
sons  having  charge  of  trains  to  give  notice  of  their  approach  at  all  points 
of  known  or  reasonably  apprehended  danger. 

Flbaiiiho.  —  Pbovibiovs  or  Publio  Btatdtb  uvdbb  Which  Pabtt  Rests 
HIS  Right  to  recover  need  not  be  pleaded,  unless  the  statute  gives  a 
cumulative  remedy,  in  which  event  the  pleader  should  show  which  rem- 
edy he  intends  to  assert. 

PLXADiNa.  —  Pleadeb  Who  Rbvbbs  to  a  Statute  whbv  Nome  Exibts^ 
or  when  the  statute  referred  to  does  not  entitle  him  to  any  relief  on  the 
facts  stated,  may  nevertheless  recover,  if  the  facts  as  alleged  and  estab- 
tiahed  are  sufficient  to  entitle  him  to  recover  at  common  law.  In  such 
the  reference  to  the  statute  may  be  regarded  as  surplusage. 


L.  JET.  HiUf  and  Brown  and  Kirby^  for  the  appellant. 

IF.  H.  Bennett^  and  DiU  and  SchcufeVj  for  the  appellee. 

HuLKET,  J.  On  the  20th  of  Noyember,  1882,  John  M.  Dil- 
lon, the  appellee,  in  attempting  to  croes  the  railway  tracks  of 
the  National  Stock  Yards,  in  or  near  East  St.  Louis,  at  their 
intersection  with  Avenue  F,  received  a  serious,  permanent  in- 
jury, caused  by  the  vehicle  in  which  he  was  riding  being  struck 
by  a  passing  locomotive  engine,  owned  and  operated  by  the 
Chicago  and  Alton  Railroad  Company.  The  horse  he  was 
driving  was  killed  outright,  the  wagon  shattered  to  pieces,  and 
Dillon  himself  was  thrown  a  considerable  distance,  with  such 
force  as  to  cause  a  serious  rupture,  partially  disabling  him  for 
life,  and  totally  disabling  him  for  several  months.  In  1883 
he  commenced  an  action  on  the  case  in  the  circuit  court  of 
8t.  Clair  County  against  the  Chicago  and  Alton  Railroad 
Company,  the  appellant  herein,  to  recover  damages  for  the 
injuries  thus  received  by  him,  which  were  laid  in  the  declara- 
tion at  twenty-five  thousand  dollars.    The  record  before  us 
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does  not  appear  to  contain  a  transcript  of  all  the  proceediugB 
which  have  occnrred  in  the  case  from  its  inception,  yet  we  are 
able  to  gather  from  it  that  the  cause  has  been  tried  three 
times,  each  trial  resulting  in  a  verdict  for  the  plaiotiff.  In 
one  of  them  the  jury  assessed  the  plaintiff's  damages  at  $875y 
in  another  at  $4,000,  and  in  the  last  at  $3,500.  The  case  has 
been  heard  twice  in  the  appellate  court.  On  the  first  hearing, 
the  judgment  of  the  court  below  was  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded  for  further  proceedings.  On  the  last  hearing,  that 
court  a£Brmcd  the  judgment  of  the  trial  court,  and  the  present 
appeal  is  from  the  judgment  of  affirmance. 

The  avenue  upon  which  the  plaintiff  was  driving  runs  in  a 
northwesterly  and  southeasterly  direction,  and  the  railway 
tracks  by  which  it  is  intersected  at  the  place  of  collision  run 
nearly  east  and  west.  On  the  westerly  side  of  the  avenue, 
and  immediately  south  of  the  tracks,  is  a  large  hog-house, 
having  many  oompartmento,  the  east  end  of  which  is  bounded 
by  the  avenue.  This  structure  is  from  sixty  to  one  hundred 
feet  in  width,  and  extends  westerly,  upon  the  line  of  the  tracks, 
its  full  length,  about  the  eighth  of  a  mile.  It  was  so  high  and 
closely  built  that  no  one  in  the  avenue  south  of  the  crossing 
could  see  a  train  or  engine  coming  from  the  west.  The  engine 
which  occasioned  the  injury  was  coming  from  that  direction, 
and  the  plaintiff  was  approaching  the  crossing  from  the  south- 
east, but  as  his  view  of  it  was  entirely  cut  off  by  Hke  hog*house 
on  his  left,  he  consequently  could  not  judge  of  the  safety  in 
crossing,  except  by  means  of  hearing.  The  large  amount  of 
business  done  at  the  stock-yards,  as  is  shown  by  the  evidence, 
necessarily  led  to  a  great  deal  of  travel,  back  and  forth,  over 
the  crossing  by  those,  like  the  plaintiff,  doing  business  there. 
In  view  of  the  circumstances  stated,  the  duty  of  the  defendant 
to  operate  its  train  at  a  moderate  rate  of  speed,  and  to  give 
the  usual  signals  of  its  approach  by  ringing  the  bell  or  sound- 
ing the  whistle,  or  both,  became  the  more  imperative.  Of  this 
there  can  be  no  question.  The  negligence  imputed  to  the 
defendant  in  the  declaration,  and  on  account  of  which  a  re- 
covery was  had  below,  is  the  alleged  failure  of  the  defendant 
to  do  either  of  these  things.  It  is  averred  in  the  declaration 
that  the  defendant  neither  rang  the  bell  nor  blew  the  whistle; 
also  that  the  train  was  being  run  at  a  high  rate  of  speed.  This 
is  denied  by  the  defendant's  plea,  and  the  cause  was  tried  on 
these  issues. 

If  the  statements  of  the  witnesses  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
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be  accepted  as  trne,  all  three  of  these  ayerments  in  the  decla- 
ration were  sufficiently  proved  on  the  trial.  If,  on  the.  other 
hand,  the  defendant's  witnesses  are  to  be  believed,  the  defend- 
ant was  guilty  of  no  negligence  whatever,  but  that  the  injury 
complained  of  was  the  result  of  plaintiff's  own  imprudence 
and  negligence.  Of  course  these  questions  are  not  before  us, 
they  having  been  definitely  and  finally  settled  by  the  appel- 
late court  adversely  to  the  appellant.  It  only  remains  to  con- 
sider whether  any  errors  of  law  have  intervened  of  sufficient 
gravity  to  require  a  reversal  of  the  judgment. 

Several  of  appellee's  witnesses  were  permitted  to  state,  on 
the  trial,  againet  the  objections  of  the  defendant,  that  they 
were  near  the  crossing  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  but  did  not 
hear  any  bell  or  whistle,  and  that,  in  their  opinion,  if  the  bell 
had  been  rung  or  the  whistle  sounded  they  would  have  heard 
it,  and  this  is  assigned  for  error.  We  perceive  no  valid  objec- 
tion to  the  ruling  of  the  court  upon  this  subject.  Questions 
of  this  character  are  constantly  permitted  by  the  most  enlight- 
ened trial  judges,  and  we  are  aware  of  no  authority  question- 
ing the  propriety  of  allowing  them. 

The  cases  of  Hopkim  v.  JniiMinapoIis  aitd  8U  LouU  R.  R. 
Co.j  78  HI.  82,  Penngylvania  Co.  v.  Canlan^  101  Id.  93,  and 
Chicago  and  Northwegtem  R^y  Co.  v.  Moranday  108  Id.  576, 
cited  by  appellant's  counsel  as  sustaining  the  contrary  view, 
do  noty  so  far  as  we  are  able  to  discover,  even  look  in  that 
direction.  Such  questions  are  permitted  as  matter  of  con- 
venience, and  to  avoid  prolixity  in  the  examination.  When  a 
witness  says  he  was  near  enough,  and  would,  in  his  opinion, 
have  heard  or  seen  a  given  signal  had  it  been  given,  he  in 
effect  says  there  was  nothing  to  prevent  his  seeing  or  hearing 
it,  as  the  case  might  be.  The  permitting  of  these  questions 
to  be  asked  obviated  the  necessity  of  asking  a  great  many 
others,  to  prevent  certain  unfavorable  inferences  that  might 
be  urged  if  not  asked;  such  as,  whether  their  hearing  was 
good,  and  if  not,  to  what  extent  injured;  if  good,  whether 
their  attention  was  attracted  to  anything  else  at  the  time; 
whether  there  was  any  noise  or  confusion  which  might  have 
caused  them  not  to  observe  or  note  the  fact  that  the  signal 
was  given,  etc.  All  implications  suggested  by  these  and  other 
questions  of  like  character  that  might  be  mentioned  were 
negatived  by  the  simple  statement  that,  in  the  opinions  of 
the  witnesses,  if  the  signal  had  been  given  they  would  have 
heard  it.    Moreover,  the  competency  of  testimony  of  this  kind 
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is  distinctly  recogmxed  by  this  court  in  Peoria^  PeKn,  and 
JaeksanviUe  R.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Siltman,  88  111.  531. 

It  is  next  complained  that  the  court  erred  in  permitting 
counsel  for  plaintiff,  in  his  opening  statement  and  concluding 
argument  to  the  jury,  to  refer  to  the  number  of  trials  there 
had  been  in  the  case,  and  how  they  had  resulted,  and  also  to 
state  that  the  judgment  on  the  first  hearing  in  the  appellate 
court  had  been  reversed  upon  a  mere  technicality.  What  is 
here  complained  of,  we  do  not  think,  even  conceding  it  to  be 
improper, — about  which  we  express  no  opinion, — is  of  so 
serious  a  character  as  to  justify  a  reversal  uf  the  judgnient 
Trial  courts  are  given  a  large  discretion  in  matters  of  this 
kind,  with  which  courts  of  review  are  loth  to  interfere  unless 
it  becomes  necessary  to  prevent  a  failure  of  justice.  Such  is 
not  the  case  here. 

The  court  gave  to  the  jury  three  instructions  on  behalf  of 
the  plaintiff,  all  of  which  were  excepted  to  by  the  defendant 
The  objection  to  the  first  is,  that  it  ^'is  singularly  confusing.'* 
The  greater  portion  of  it  is  a  mere  statement  of  what  the 
statute  requires  of  railroad  companies  when  crossing  public 
highways,  and  the  remaining  portion  simply  tells  the  jury  that 
if  they  find,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  place  of  the  accident 
was  at  a  public  highway  crossing,  then  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
defendant  to  ring  the  bell  or  sound  the  whistie,  as  required 
by  the  statute.  In  other  words,  the  court  told  the  jury  what 
the  statute  enjoined,  and  then  instructed  them  that  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  defendant  to  obey  it,  if  shown  by  the  evidence  to 
be  within  its  provisions.  We  perceive  nothing  in  this  that  the 
most  hypercritical  could  object  to. 

Plaintiff's  second  instruction  is  also  complained  of.  It  tells 
the  jury  '*  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  use  rea- 
sonable care  and  diligence  to  prevent  injury  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  if  the  jury  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  defendant 
failed  to  perform  such  duty,  by  reason  whereof  the  plaintiff, 
while  exercising  reasonable  care  on  his  part,  received  the 
injury  complained  of,  then  the  defendant  is  liable."  The  sub- 
stance of  the  objection  to  this  instruction,  as  we  understand 
it,  is,  that  it  authorized  the  jury  to  find  the  defendant  guilty 
upon  proof  of  any  actionable  negligence  causing  the  injury, 
whether  charged  in  the  declaration  or  not.  We  regard  this  as 
a  strained,  hypercritical  view  of  the  subject.  Instructions 
should  always  be  construed  in  the  light  of  the  issues  being 
tried,  and  the  proofs  offered  in  support  of  them.    When  thus 
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ooDStraedy  we  find  no  objection  to  the  instruction  in  ques- 
tion. 

It  is  finally  urged,  with  great  persistence,  that  the  avenue 
in  question  is  not,  within  the  meaning  of  our  statute,  a  public 
highway,  and  that,  as  the  action  is  based  exclusively  on  the 
statute,  the  failure  to  ring  a  bell  or  sound  the  whistle  was 
violative  of  no  duty  which  it  imposes,  and  hence  no  cause  of 
action  is  shown.  We  do  not  concur  in  this  view.  It  is  to  be 
observed,  in  the  first  place,  this  is  not  a^  statutory  action  to 
recover  the  penalty  which  the  statute  prescibes  for  a  failure 
to  give  0uch  a  signaL  If  it  were,  quite  a  different  question 
would  be  presented.  The  present  is  a  common-law  action, 
brought  for  the  fiEulure  to  perform  a  duty  imposed  by  law. 
Under  the  facts  disclosed  by  the  record,  we  do  not  think  it 
essential  to  the  maintenance  of  the  action  that  this  duty 
should  necessarily  arise  under  the  statute,  notwithstanding 
the  pleader  may  possibly  have  so  regarded  it  in  framing  the 
declaration.  Without  regard  to  the  statute,  it  is  the  duty  of 
those  having  charge  of  trains  to  give  notice  of  their  approach 
at  all  points  of  known  or  reasonably  apprehended  danger. 
This  is  almost  universally  done'  by  the  ringing  of  a  bell  or 
sounding  of  the  whistle,  and  frequently  both.  In  exceptional 
cases,  where  the  highest  degree  of  care  is  deemed  advisable, 
flagging  is  resorted  to.  That  these  duties  are  enjoined  by  the 
common  law  is  not  disputed;  but  the  claim  is,  as  already 
Been,  that  the  action  is  brought  upon  the  statute,  and  the 
plaintifi*,  therefore,  cannot  avail  himself  of  his  common-law 
rights,  although  the  averments  in  the  declaration  are  other- 
wise broad  enough  for  such  purpose.  This,  as  we  view  it,  is 
an  entire  misapprehension  of  the  whole  matter.  As  before  in- 
dicated, the  action  is  not  brought  on  the  statute,  nor  does  it 
purport  to  be.  While  there  are  certain  expressions  in  that 
part  of  the  declaration  which  attempts  to  define  the  duty  of 
the  defendant  justifying  the  inference  that  the  pkader  had 
the  statute  in  his  mind,  yet  there  is  really  nothing  in  it  that 
can  properly  be  called  even  a  reference  to  the  statute.  Evec 
the  expressions  referred  to  as  showing  the  drift  of  the  pleader's 
thoughts  are  entirely  superfluous  and  uncalled  for,  and  may 
therefore  be  treated  as  surplusage.  As  mere  matter  of  com- 
position tending  to  perspicuity,  such  averments  are  admissi- 
ble and  even  commendable,  if  not  misleading.  The  act  in 
question  is  a  public  statute,  of  which  the  courts  will  take  judi« 
cial  notice. 
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In  Buing  at  common  law,  in  any  case  wliere  tlie  pioyiBioDa 
of  a  pablic  statute  are  applicable,  it  is,  as  a  general  mlei  n> 
more  necessary  to  set  them  forth  in  the  declaration  than  it  is 
to  plead  a  provision  of  the  c<»amon  law  having  a  like  appli* 
cation  to  the  case,  and  all  concede  that  is  never  necessary:  1 
Chitty's  PI.  215.  The  only  eiuception  to  this  general  rule 
now  remembered  is  where  the  remedy  given  by  the  statute  it 
cumulative,  and  differs  from  that  given  by  the  common  law. 
In  that  case,  if  the  relief  given  by  the  statute  is  sought,  the 
pleader  must  manifest  that  purpose  or  intent  by  apt  words  of 
reference  to  the  statute.  Here  the  relief  given  by  the  com- 
mon law  is  alone  sought;  hence  the  exception  to  the  goieral 
rule  just  adverted  to  has  no  apfdication.  Of  course  a  differ- 
ent rule  prevails  in  the  case  of  private  statutes.  Even  if  the 
declaration  in  this  case  contained  a  direct  reference  to  ths 
statute,  and  it  was  evident  that  the  pleader  expected  to  rely 
exclusively  upon  it,  still  it  would  not,  in  our  opinion,  i^esent 
an  insuperable  obstacle  to  a  recovery  on  common-law  groundfl, 
if  the  idlegations  otherwise  were  sufficiently  broad,  and  the 
evidence  warranted  it.  In  a  note  to  Oliver  on  PrecedentSi 
page  628,  where  this  subject  is  under  discussion,  we  find  the 
following:  ^'  So,  also,  where  the  action  is  sustainable  at  com- 
mon law,  and  the  declaration  concludes,  *'  against  the  statute 
or  statutes,'  etc.,  and  the  statutes  have  been  misrecited  or  in- 
correctly referred  to,  or  there  is  no  statute,  in  fact,  in  relatioD 
to  the  subjecti  those  words  in  the  declaration  shall  be  rejected 
as  surplusage,  and  the  action  shall  be  maintained  at  common 
law:  See  Salk.  212;  Com.  Dig.,  tit  Action  upon  Statute,  C/' 
The  general  principle  here  announced  fully  answers  the  caor 
tention  of  appellant. 

The  judgment  will  be  affirmed. 


It  n  DuTT  ov  Bjjlboad  to  Oivb  WAKsnio  or  ApfsOACB  ov  Iiaiv*^ 
crossing  whenever  danger  is  to  be  reasonably  apprehended:  Pemugkofi* 
S.  R.  Co,  ▼.  BameU,  98  Am.  Dec  347,  and  cases  cited  in  note;  and  see  the 
extended  note  to  BcUtimore  etc  Jf,  R,  Co,  ▼.  Br^fdg,  90  Id.  65-67. 

Pbovisions  or  Public  Statutes  aks  Judioiallt  Noticed:  See  nott  t* 
Ltrnftat  V.  Mettter^  98  Am.  Dee.  666  et  seq. 
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Wolf  v.  Beaibd. 

fl28  JjuumoiB,  86&,J 

Movir  Pajddtkwnjoh  ▲  Mosrijui  or  Fact,  m  BimBor  10  Wkioh  Both 
PiJemB  WBBB  Equallt  BouiVD  TO  Inquzb^  may  be  recovered  back. 

BzBOCTOB  Who  Pats  ▲  Claim  in  Full  undkb  ▲  Mistakb  or  Fact, 
which  mistake  was  to  the  effect  that  the  assets  of  the  estate  were  ample 
to  pay  all  daiois  against  it,  when,  in  tmth,  there  were  claims  of  which 
he  had  then  no  knowledge^  may  recover  of  him  to  whom  payment  was 
tbaa  made  the  amount  paid  in  excess  of  the  amonnt  to  which  he  is  shown 
to  have  been  entitled  on  the  final  settlement  of  the  estate. 

guou'fOB  Who  Suis  to  Rbooter  Moneys  Paid  bt  Him  bt  Mistaks  may 
describe  himself  as  executor  in  his  complaint,  though  the  legal  title  to 
tiie  moneys  sned  for  is  in  him.  The  deacoriptive  words  may  be  treated  as 
'  mrpluasga. 

gUOU'WWt  MAT  SnS  IN  HIS  OWN  KaMX  AND  RiGBT  ON  A  CONTRACT  MaDB 

with  Him,  or  if  the  word  '*  executor  "  is  used  after  his  name,  it  will  be 
regarded  as  merely  descriptive  of  his  person,  and  as  immateriaL 
Claim  Filkd  bt  A  as  Exeodtob  of  B  against  tkb  Estatb  ov  O,  iob 
MoHxra  Paid  to  C  thbouob  a  Mibtaxx  or  Fact  in  supposing  that  B'a 
estate  was  solvent,  should  be  allowed,  although  at  the  time  of  filing  the 
claim  it  may  not  be  certain  whether  the  moneys  are  due  to  A^  as  execu- 
tor or  in  his  private  capacity,  or  to  the  creditcnrs  of  B, 

Oibson  and  Johnaon,  for  the  appellant. 
Wilsan  and  Hutchinson^  for  the  appellees. 

Magbuder,  J.  Edward  J.  French  died  testate  on  March  8, 
1880.  His  will  was  admitted  to  probate  in  the  county  court 
of  Richland  County,  and  letters  testamentary  were  issued  to 
the  appellant,  John  Wolf,  as  the  executor  thereof,  on  March 
8, 1880.  The  county  court  allowed  two  claims  against  French's 
estate,  one  on  May  18, 1880,  and  another  on  August  17,  1880, 
in  favor  of  John  B.  Gharst.  During  the  first  year  of  the  ad- 
ministration, Wolf  had  money  enough  on  hand  to  pay  in  full 
all  the  claims  filed  against  the  estate  before  the  end  of  that 
year.  He  paid  Gharst  thirty  per  cent  of  his  two  claims  on 
August  17,  1880,  and  he  paid  him  the  balance  of  such  two 
claims  on  October  15,  1880.  On  the  latter  date  Gharst's  total 
claim  against  the  estate  was  paid  in  full. 

At  the  time  Wolf  paid  Gharst's  claim  in  full,  he  and  Gharst 
both  belieyed  that  French's  estate  was  solvent,  and  would  not 
only  be  able  to  pay  all  the  debts,  but  would  have  a  surplus  for 
the  heirs.  Both  parties  acted  in  good  faith,  the  executor  in 
paying  and  the  creditor  in  receiving  the  full  amount  of  the 
claim.  If  the  claims  hereafter  mentioned,  which  were  not 
known  to  exist  at  that  time,  had  not  been  filed,  the  surplus 
would  have  amounted  to  eighteen  hundred  dollars. 
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Two  large  claims,  were  allowed  against  the  estate,  one,  gd 
June  20, 1881,  in  favor  of  Kobert  Allyn,  trustee,  and  another, 
on  Jnne  21,  1881,  in  favor  of  Lucy  French,  which  made  the 
estate  insolvent  as  to  the  payment  of  claims  of  the  seventh 
class.  By  the  allowance  of  these  latter  claims,  the  assets 
were  so  reduced  that  the  estate  was  only  able  to  pay  61.72 
per  cent  of  the  claims  of  the  seventh  class,  to  which  the 
Gharst  claim  and  the  Allyn  and  Lucy  French  claims  aU  be- 
longed. It  thus  turned  out  that  Gharst  had  been  overpaid  by 
the  amount  of  the  difference  between  100  per  cent  and  61.73 
per  cent. 

Gharst  died  testate  on  September  4, 1881,  and  the  appelleei 
are  the  executors  under  his  will.  Wolf,  as  executor  of  the 
estate  of  E.  J.  French,  deceased,  filed  a  claim  against  Oharst'a 
estate,  in  the  county  court  of  Richland  County,  for  the  excess 
of  the  amount  so  paid  to  Gharst  over  the  fro  rata  share  to 
which  he  was  properly  entitled.  On  June  20, 1882,  this  claim 
of  Wolf  against  Gharst's  estate  was  allowed  by  the  county 
court,  and  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  circuit  court,  where  the 
case  was  tried  before  the  circuit  judge  without  a  jury,  by  agree- 
ment The  circuit  court  ordered  that  the  claim  be  allowed  as 
a  seventh-class  claim,  to  be  paid  in  due  course  of  administra- 
tion, and  directed  that  its  order  be  certified  down  to  the  county 
court  for  payment.  The  case  was  then  taken  by  writ  of  error 
to  the  appellate  court,  which,  at  its  February  term,  1886,  le* 
versed  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court,  and  remanded  the 
cause. 

A  second  trial  was  had  before  the  circuit  judge  without  a 
jury,  at  the  November  term,  1886,  which  resulted  in  a  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  appellant  against  appellees.  This  judgment 
has  been  brought  before  the  appellate  court  a  second  time,  and 
has  been  again  reversed.  It  now  comes  before  us  by  appeal 
from  the  appellate  court,  and  upon  certificate  that  the  case 
involves  a  question  of  law  of  such  importance,  on  account  of 
collateral  interests,  that  it  should  be  passed  upon  by  the  su- 
preme court. 

Both  Wolf  and  Gharst  knew,  or  were  bound  to  know,  that, 
under  the  law,  Gharst  could  not  lawfully  receive  his  claim  in 
full  out  of  the  assets  of  the  French  estate,  unless  those  assets 
were  sufficient  to  pay  all  claims  of  the  same  class  with  his 
own.  There  was  a  mutual  mistake  of  facts  in  respect  to  which 
both  parties  were  equally  bound  to  inquire.  They  both  be- 
lieved that  the  assets  were  sufficient  to  pay  the  claims  in  full, 
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and  acted  upon  such  belief,  but  both  were  mistaken  in  regard 
to  the  fact.  "  Money  paid  by  one  party  to  another,  through  a 
mutual  mistake  of  facts,  in  respect  to  which  both  were  equally 
bound  to  inquire,  may  be  recoyered  back":  City  Bank  ▼.  Bank 
of  Albany,  1  Hill,  287;  Wheadon  v.  Olds,  20  Wend.  174 

'^  The  count  for  money  had  and  received  is  also  maintain- 
able for  the  recovery  of  money  paid  under  a  mistake,  on  the 
part  of  the  payor,  of  a  material  fact":  2  Chitty  on  Contracts, 
11th  ed.,  928;  1  Chitty 's  Pleadings,  355;  Bank  v.  Mitchellj  88 
111.  52;  Stempfel  y.  Thonuu,  89  Id.  147.  Wolf  was  mistaken  in 
a  material  fact  If  he  had  not  been  mistaken  in  the  factt 
which  he  supposed  to  exist,  that  the  assets  were  sufficient  to 
pay  the  claims  in  fiill, — in  other  words,  if  the  assets  had  been 
sufficient  to  pay  the  claims  in  full, — he  would  have  been  liable 
to  pay  Gbarst  the  88.28  per  cent,  so  paid  to  him  by  mistake. 

The  filing  of  the  claim  by  Wolf  against  Gharst's  estate  was 
in  the  nature  of  an  equitable  action  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceiycd,  or  money  paid  under  a  mistake  of  fact.  If  Wolf  could 
have  brought  an  action  of  (usumpsit  against  Gharst  in  the  lat- 
ter's  lifetime  for  the  excess  of  the  payment  over  the  proper  pro 
rata  share,  then  a  claim  for  such  excess  was  a  proper  claim  to 
be  filed  against  Gharst's  estate,  so  far  as  the  nature  of  the  de- 
mand is  concerned. 

It  was  held  in  Rogen  y.  Weaver ,  6  Ohio,  636,  that  an  admin- 
istrator, who,  under  the  supposition  that  the  estate  was  solvent, 
had  paid  a  creditor  beyond  his  distributive  share,  might,  upon 
final  settlementi  recover  back  the  difference  in  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received.  See  also  Walker  v.  HiUj  17  Mass. 
880. 

When  this  case  was  tried  a  second  time  before  the  circuit 
judge,  at  the  November  term,  1886,  it  was  proven  that  appel- 
lant had  filed  his  final  report,  as  executor,  on  July  15,  1886, 
and  had  been  discharged  by  the  county  court  The  order  of 
the  county  court,  entered  at  that  date,  found  that  the  assets 
were  only  adequate  to  pay  61.72  per  cent  of  the  claims  of  the 
seventh  class;  that  the  estate  was  insolvent  as  to  those  claims; 
that  Wolf  had  paid  61.72  per  cent  upon  all  the  claims  of 
the  seventh  class,  and  the  final  report  was,  by  such  order, 
confirmed,  and  the  estate  declared  to  be  settled.  Hence  it  ap- 
peared affirmatively  that  appellant  had  advanced  out  of  his 
own  pocket  the  88.28  per  cent  overpaid  to  Gharst.  Otherwise 
he  could  not  have  settled  all  the  seventh-class  claims  at  61.72 
per  cent  of  their  amounts. 
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It  k  claimed  that  appellant  oould  oaly  Bue  in  hia  individual 
capacity,  and  not  as  ezeoator,  for  the  over-payment  to  Ghaist, 
and  that  he  could  not  bring  euit  until  he  had  advanced  money 
enough  out  of  hia  own  means  to  make  up  to  the  French  estate 
the  amoonti^  such  over-payment,  the  amount  which  was  paid 
to  Oharst  by  mistake  having  been  the  money  of  the  estate,  and 
not  hia  own  money.  Upon  these  grounds,  it  is  urged  that 
when  the  claim  was  Brst  filed  in  the  county  court  in  1882,  the 
cause  of  action  was  not  ripe  for  suit. 

When  the  claim  was  presented  to  the  county  court  in  June, 
1882,  Oharst's  estate  owed  the  amount  which  had  been  Hfret' 
paid  to  him  in  his  lifetime.  Whether  Gharst's  estate  then  owed 
that  amount  to  appellant  as  executor,  or  to  aj^Uant  as  an  in- 
dividual, or  to  the  other  creditors  of  the  French  estate,  matters 
noty  so  feur  as  the  existence  of  the  indebtedness  wae  concerned. 
The  debt  existed  to  somebody,  and  the  same  debt  existed  all 
the  way  through  up  to  the  last  trial  in  November,  1886.  It 
could  make  no  practical  difference  to  the  Ghsrst  estate  who 
owned  the  claim  against  it.  As  Gharst  had  received  more 
money  than  he  ought  to  have  had,  his  estate  was  liable  to  re- 
fund the  amount.  This  liability  remained  the  same  from  the 
beginning  to  the  end,  whatever  variations  there  may  have  been 
in  the  ownership  of  the  claim,  or  in  the  form  of  the  evidence, 
by  which  it  could  be  substantiated. 

In  adjudicating  upon  the  claim  the  county  court  was  pos- 
sessed of  an  equitable  jurisdiction:  Dixon  v.  Bud^  21  111.  203; 
Hurd  V.  SlateUf  43  Id.  848.  Equity  disregards  mere  matters 
of  form  and  looks  at  the  substance. 

It  is  said  that  when  the  claim  was  filed  against  Gharst's 
estate,  the  county  court  had  not  declared  the  French  estate 
insolvent,  and  had  not  by  an  order  fixed  the  amount  of  the 
dividend  or  pro  rata  percentage  belonging  to  the  creditors. 
Nevertheless,  the  amount  of  such  percentage  was  capable  of 
ascertainment  in  June,  1882.  The  proof  showed  at  that  time 
the  assets  of  the  French  estate,  the  amount  of  Gharst's  claim, 
and  the  amounts  of  all  the  other  claims,  including  those  filed  in 
June,  1881.  From  these  data  it  was  easy  to  figure  the  amount 
of  the  percentage  the  creditors  were  entitled  to  and  the  amount 
of  the  over-payment  to  Gharst.  The  subsequent  order  made 
on  July  15,  1886,  was  more  certain  and  definite  evidence,  but 
after  idl  it  was  only  evidence  of  what  already  existed.  When 
the  appeal  was  taken  to  the  circuit  court,  the  trial  in  the  latter 
court  in  November,  1886,  was  de  not^o,  and  it  was  proper  to 
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introdace  then,  as  evidence,  the  order  of  July  16, 1886,  though 
the  same  evidence  had  not  yet  come  into  existence  in  1882: 
Thorp  V.  Qoewey,  85  111.  611. 

It  is  said  that  this  claim  was  improperly  filed  by  Wolf  as 
ezecator  of  the  estate  of  E.  J.  French,  deceased.  The  money 
was  paid  to  Gharst  after  the  death  of  French.  The  law 
created  an  implied  contract  on  the  part  of  Gharst  with  Wolf 
to  pay  back  the  excess.  An  executor  or  administrator  may 
6ue,  either  in  his  representative  or  in  his  personal  character, 
on  contracts  made  with  him  after  the  death  of  the  deceased: 
Dicey  on  Parties  to  Actions,  233.  Where  the  indebtedness 
thus  grows  out  of  a  contract  with  the  executor,  he  may  sue  in 
his  own  name,  or  if  the  word  ^'executor"  or  '' administrator" 
is  used  after  his  name,  it  wiU  be  regarded  as  merely  descrip- 
tive of  the  perscm,  and  as  being  immaterial:  Laycoch  v.  OUson^ 
60  m.  30. 

The  legal  title  to  the  money  paid  to  Gharst  was  In  Wolf: 
NeubreeJU  v.  Santmeyer,  60  111.  74;  Walker  v.  Craig^  18  Id.  116; 
Makepeace  v.  Moore,  6  Gilm.  474.  The  right  of  action  was  in 
Wolf.  The  statute  does  not  require  any  written  pleadings  in 
the  case  of  a  claim  presented  to  the  county  court:  Thorp 
V.  Ooeweyj  eupra.  If  the  right  of  action  was  in  Wolf  as  trus* 
tee  for  the  French  estate,  upon  the  trial  in  1882,  but  was  in 
Wolf  as  an  individual  in  1886,  by  reason  of  his  advance  to 
the  French  estate  of  the  money  overpaid  to  Gharst,  this  change 
could  make  no  difference  to  the  Gharst  estate.  Wolf  was  still 
the  legal  claimant,  whether  claiming  for  himself  or  in  trust 
for  another.  He  could  not  charge  the  French  estate  with  any 
of  the  costs  or  expenses  of  prosecuting  the  claim  against  the 
Gharst  estate,  even  though  he  sued  as  executor,  because  he 
was  suing  to  recover  back  money  improperly  paid  out  by  him- 
self. 

Although  the  judgment  entered  by  the  court  in  November, 
1886,  was  in  favor  of  Wolf  as  executor,  he  was  entitled  to 
the  money  in  his  individual  capacity.  The  mere  addition  of 
the  word  ^'executor"  to  his  name  would  make  no  difference. 
Nor  could  the  amount  of  the  judgment  be  recovered  from  hiip 
by  the  French  estate,  as  assets  of  that  estate,  because  he  could 
plead  as  an  offset  the  amount  advanced  by  him  to  the  French 
estate  to  make  op  the  over-payment  to  Gharst. 

We  think  the  judgment  rendered  by  the  circuit  court  was 
right.    The  judgment  of  the  appellate  court  is  therefore 
versed. 


670  TOTBL  V.  BOMNEFOT. 

Monr  Faid  vnoK  ICnKABaov  Fikor  kat  bb  RwufMU»  Back:  8m 
ift|ipf««M  Aidfc  T.  JfeOVbray.  64  Ab.  I>ea  92;  Xfa0MM  T.  JMv^ 
mdnotat. 

EzMDTOB  HAT  8vB  UT  HIS  Owx  Kamb  OB  CoBTBior  Maub  wixb  Ems 
8«e  OoodnuMT.  IToIbr*  68  Am.  Dea  134. 
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[US  ILLTKOI^  6SS.] 
To  AOQUIBB  ▲  PBBBOBlFriVB  RlQRT  TO  AS  EaSBMBHT,  It  KDSr  HATB  BBD 

OoBTnnrovsLT  Uibd  abd  Bbjotbd  during  Hm  whole  timo  ptoMribed 
bj  tlM  ttatate  of  limitations. 
Ubb  abd  Ehjotkbht  or  Two  Easbmbbtb  or  Likb  Chabaotbb  abb  ib 

KbABLT  THB    SaMB    LoGAUTT  IOB  MOtBB    THAB    TWBBTT  YbABS  doSS 

Dot  orssta  mn  easement  by  preeoription  if  neither  was.  enjoyed  for  the 
period  of  twenty  yean;  so  held  where  a  party  maintained  a  drain  £ar 
sixteen  yean,  and  then  oonstmoted  another  dxaJn  for  the  same  parposflb 
but  abcmt  twenty  feet  distant  from  the  firsts  iduch  lat^  drain  was 
maintained  for  more  than  four  years. 
Sasbmbbt  bob  Flow  or  Waxbb.  —  Ir  Two  Tbaoxb  or  Labb  Aiijozb»  the 
owner  of  tho  upper  hss  a  natnxal  easement  to  hsTO  the  water  whidi  bSJk 
on  his  lend  flow  off  npon  the  traet  below. 

*  Bully  Strawn^  and  BugeVy  for  the  appellant. , 
Dwican^  (yConner^  and  Oitberif  for  the  appelleee. 

Magbudeb,  J.  This  Ib  a  bill  filed  on  April  17, 1882,  in  the 
cirooit  court  of  La  Balle  Coanty,  by  appellant,  to  prevent  the 
appellees  from  damming  up  and  obstructing  a  ditch  extend- 
ing across  their  lands  from  appellant's  land,  and  through 
which  the  surface  water  on  appellant's  land  was  drained  off 
into  a  neighboring  creek.  Appellant  claims  a  natural  and 
prescriptive  easement  in  the  ditch  in  question.  The  circuit 
court  dissolved  the  injunction  which  had  been  issued,  and  dis- 
missed the  bill,  and  its  decree  has  been  affirmed  by  the  appel* 
late  court. 

Appellee  Bonnefoy  owns  the  west  half  of  the  northweel 
quarter  of  section  17,  township  84,  range  3  east,  in  La  Salle 
County.  Appellee  Douvia  owns  the  east  half  of  the  north- 
west quarter  of  said  section.  Appellant  owns  the  southwest 
quarter  of  said  section. 

In  1861  the  whole  of  the  northwest  quarter  was  owned  by 
one  King,  and  occupied  by  Michael  Callahan,  as  tenant  of 
King.  At  that  time  Totel,  the  appellant,  owned  the  east  half 
of  the  southwest  quarter,  and  one  Boissonaa  owned  the  west 
half  of  the  southwest  quarter. 
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In  the  fall  of  1861  BoissoDas  and  Callahau,  with  the  con- 
sent and  approval  of  King,  constructed  a  ditch  through  the 
center  of  the  northwest  quarter,  and  running  from  the  north 
line  of  the  southwest  quarter  to  a  slough  in  the  northern  part 
of  the  northwest  quarter.  The  course  of  this  ditch,  which  is 
8I)oken  of  in  the  testimony  as  the  old  ditch,  was  a  little  west 
of  the  dividing  line  between  the  west  half  of  the  northwest 
quarter  and  the  east  half  of  the  northwest  quarter.  It  was 
made  for  the  purpose  of  draining  the  water  into  Buck  Creek 
from  the  west  half  of  the  southwest  quarter,  then  belonging 
to  Boissonas,  and  from  the  northwest  quarter,  then  belonging 
to  King. 

Appellant  afterwards  bought  the  west  half  of  the  southwest 
quarter  from  Boissonas,  and  thus  became  the  owner  of  the 
whole  of  the  southwest  quarter.  One  Peter  Carpenter  subse- 
quently became  the  owner  of  the  west  half  of  the  northwest 
quarter,  and  sold  it  to  appellee  Bonnefoy,  who  owns  it  at  the 
present  time.  One  Maurice  Keating  subsequently  became  the 
owner  of  the  east  half  of  the  northwest  quarter,  and  sold  it 
to  appellee  Douvia,  who  now  owns  the  same. 

The  ditch,  so  constructed  in  the  fall  of  1861,  was  used  for 
the  purpose  of  draining  the  water  from  the  southwest  quarter 
of  the  section  from  that  time  up  to  the  year  1877,  a  period  of 
sixteen  years. 

In  1877,  Carpenter,  Douvia,  and  appellant  constructed 
what  is  called  the  new  ditch  from  the  south  to  the  north  line 
of  the  northwest  quarter  on  the  line  between  the  east  half  and 
the  west  half  of  the  northwest  quarter,  and  from  fifteen  to 
twenty  or  twenty-five  feet  east  of  the  old  ditch.  This  new  ditch 
was  constructed  by  the  joint  labors  of  appellant  as  the  owner 
of  the  southwest  quarter,  and  of  Carpenter  and  Douvia  as  the 
owners  of  the  northwest  quarter,  and  for  the  joint  and  mutual 
benefit  of  all  such  owners.  In  digging  the  ditch,  Carpenter 
fiumished  one  team,  Douvia  one  teatn,  and  the  appellant  two 
teams. 

After  the  new  ditch  was  constructed  in  1877,  it  still  con- 
tinued to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  draining  appellant's  prop- 
erty, the  southwest  quarter  of  the  section,  up  to  the  spring 
of  1882,  when  it  was  obstructed,  as  above  stated.  The  proof 
•hows  it  to  have  been  wider  and  deeper  than  the  old  ditch. 

'Two  questions  are  presented  for  our  consideration.  The 
first  arises  out  of  the  claim  made  by  appellant,  that  he  has  a 
prescriptive  right  to  maintain  and  keep  open  a  ditch  through 
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the  northwest  quarter  of  the  section  on  or  near  the  dividing 
line  between  the  east  half  and  west  half  thereof,  hj  reaflon  of 
the  fact  that  one  had  been  dug  and  maintained  by  him  and 
his  grantors  for  more  than  twenty  years  prior  to  the  wrongfiil 
aote  complained  of,  and  that,  for  more  than  twenty  years,  snch 
right  of  drainage  across  the  northwest  quarter  had  eziated  in 
the  owners  of  the  southwest  quarter  without  question,  and 
hence  that  an  easement  existed  by  prescription. 

In  Vail  y.  Mix,  74  111.  127,  we  held  that  a  right  to  overflow 
land  may,  like  easements  in  general,  be  acquired  by  an  unin- 
terrupted and  adverse  enjoyment  for  twenty  years.  In  this 
case  the  evidence  shows  that  the  owners  of  the  southwest 
quarter  used  the  old  ditch  for  the  purpose  of  draining  o£f 
their  surface  water  fiom  the  fall  of  1861  to  1877,  and  that 
they  used  what  is  called  the  new  ditch  for  snch  purpose  from 
1877  to  the  spring  of  1882.  We  do  not  deem  it  necessary 
to  examine  further  into  the  facts  of  this  case  to  determine 
whether  an  easement  in  the  old  ditch  would  have  been  ac- 
quired by  prescription  if  the  appellant  and  his  grantor  Bois- 
sonas  had  used  the  old  ditch  for  the  purpose  of  drainage  for 
a  period  of  twenty  years.  It  appears,  from  the  undisputed 
evidence  in  the  case,  that  such  old  ditch  was  only  used  for 
such  purpose  for  a  period  of  about  sixteen  years.  It  was  then 
filled  up  and  a  new  ditch  was  dug  on  a  line  some  twenty  or 
twenty-five  feet  to  the  eastward.  The  latter  ditch,  built  in 
1877,  was  used  for  the  purpose  of  draining  the  southwest 
quarter  for  a  period  of  more  than  four  years,  and  up  to  the 
time  of  the  making  of  the  obstructions  complained  of.  There 
was  no  continued  and  uninterrupted  use  of  either  one  of  the 
ditches  for  a  period  of  twenty  years.  We  do  not  think  that 
the  time  of  the  use  of  the  new  ditch  can  be  added  to  or  tacked 
on  to  the  time  of  the  use  of  the  old  ditch  so  as  to  make  a  pre* 
scriptive  period  of  twenty  years. 

It  seems  to  be  held  in  a  number  of  cases  in  Massachusetts, 
that,  under  such  a  state  of  facts  as  is  here  presented,  the  right 
to  an  easement  in  the  new  ditch  would  be  acquired  by  pro 
ecription.  But  Washburn  in  his  work  on  real  property,  5th 
ed.,  vol.  2,  pp.  357,  858,  in  an  exhaustive  note,  reviews  the 
authorities  upon  the  subject,  and  comes  to  the  condugion  that 
the  Massachusetts  decisions  are  not  sustained  by  the  weight 
of  authority.  He  says,  in  regard  to  the  case  of  Pope  v.  Dever* 
€m,  5  Gray,  409,  as  follows:  ''  If  it  maintains  the  doctrine  thai 
an  existing  easement  may  be  exchanged  by  parol  for  another 
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eatement  of  the  same  kind,  and  the  owner  thereby  acquire  the 
same  property  in  the  new  one  as  he  had  in  the  former,  and  a 
title  to  the  same  equally  Talid,  it  is  apprehended  that  it  can- 
not be  sustained,  either  upon  principle  or  authority.''  We  are 
therefore  of  opinion  that  no  right  to  the  use  of  the  ditch  made 
in  1877,  which  is  the  ditch  that  was  obstructed  by  appellees, 
was  acquired  by  prescription. 

The  second  question  presented  by  the  record  arises  upon  the 
claim  of  the  appellant  that  he  had  a  natural  easement  to  the 
drainage  in  question  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  natural 
flow  of  water  was  on  substantially  the  same  line  as  the  ditch 
in  controversy,  and  that  there  was,  in  a  state  of  nature,  a  bed 
or  channel  of  a  branch  of  Buck  Creek,  through  which  the  sur- 
face water  flowed  long  prior  to  the  construction  of  the  ditch, 
and  that  the  ditch  simply  enabled  the  water  to  pass  off,  in 
substantially  the  same  course,  more  rapidly. 

In  Peek  v.  Herringtonj  109  111.  611, 50  Am.  Rep.  627,  we  said: 
''  It  may  be  regarded  as  a  well-settled  principle  of  law,  that 
where  two  farms  adjoin,  and  one  lies  lower  than  the  other,  the 
lower  farm  will  be  subject  to  the  natural  flow  of  water  from 

the  one  which  lies  in  a  more  elevated  position The 

owner  of  the  upper  field,  in  such  a  case,  has  a  natural  ease- 
ment, as  it  is  called,  to  have  the  water  that  falls  upon  his  own 
land  flow  off  the  same  upon  the  field  below,  which  is  charged 
with  a  corresponding  servitude  in  the  nature  of  dominant  and 
servient  tenements."  Washburn  on  Easements  and  Servi- 
tudes, page  853,  says:  ''  It  may  be  stated  as  a  general  princi- 
ple that,  by  the  civil  law,  where  the  situation  of  two  adjoining 
fields  is  such  that  the  water  falling  or  collected  by  melting 
snow,  or  the  like,  upon  one  naturally  descends  upon  the  other, 
it  must  be  suffered  by  the  lower  one  to  be  discharged  upon  his 
land,  if  desired  by  the  owner  of  the  upper  field." 

Such  being  the  law,  it  becomes  a  question  of  fact  whether, 
in  this  particular  case,  appellant  was  entitled  to  the  natural 
easement  above  mentioned.  As  we  understand  the  conten- 
tions of  the  parties,  it  is  claimed,  on  the  part  of  the  appellant, 
that  the  natural  flow  of  water  from  appellant's  land  was  north- 
erly through  the  middle  of  the  nortiiwest  quarter,  and  on  the 
part  of  the  appellees,  that  such  natural  flow  was  northeasterly 
through  the  southeast  comer  of  that  quarter.  Ten  witnesses 
sustained  the  position  of  the  appellant  on  this  question,  and 
eight  witnesses  supported  the  position  of  the  appellees.  There 
thus  a  sharp  conflict  between  the  testimony  on  the  one 
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side  and  on  the  other.  The  chancellor  who  tried  the  case  in 
the  court  below  saw  the  witneseeSy  and  heard  their  evidenoOk 
He  came  to  the  concladon  that,  upon  this  question  of  fact,  the 
merits  of  the  controversy  were  with  appellees.  After  a  careful 
examination  of  the  evidence,  we  are  not  prepared  to  say  that 
the  conclusion  reached  bj  the  circuit  judge  is  not  correct 

The  judgments  of  the  circuit  and  appellate  courts  are  there- 
fore a£Brmed.  ______ 

VrvKA  LAHB-owmut  has  Bassmbmt  to  havb  Water  which  hSU  npoa 
hU  land  flow  off  naianUy  upon  the  tract  below:  BofpKbm  v.  Longleiff  3  Am. 
8t  Rep.  ISl,  and  note. 

CoHTomous  XJsm  or  Easbmxmt  maBDro  Whols  Tdcb  Fubgbzbxd  bt 
8TATVTB  OF  LoiiTATiDra  wiU  Create  preeoripthre  right  thereto:  Wriffki  ▼• 
Jlbore,  82  Adl  Deo.  731;  CkoOar-Potorilf.  Co.  ▼.  Ketmedg^  93 Id.  408. 
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ri2i  iLUHon,  ass.] 

OoNnjor  OF  Jubisdiotion.  —Stats  Oomer  has  JuBanuonov  to  Bmova 
A  Cloud  ibok  PLAXHrm's  Tttlb  created  by  a  sale  of  his  proper^ 
under  a  judgment  entered  in  one  of  the  national  oourta  against  another 
person. 

Suit  to  Quibt  Titlb  to  Bbal  Pbopbbtt  ob  to  Rbmotb  a  Cloud  tbxbb- 
FBOK  cannot  be  snetained  in  Dlinoia  unleas  plaintiff  ia  in  poeaeaaion 
thereof  or  unices  the  lands  are  unimproved  and  unoccupied;  and  a  bill 
which  does  not  aver  that  the  complainant  is  in  posseeaion  of  the  prop- 
erty, nor  that  it  is  unoccupied,  must  be  dismissed  for  want  of  equi^. 

All  Mattbbs  Which  Go  to  thb  Jubebdiotiok  of  a  Coubt  of  Equirr 
may  be  taken  advantage  of  by  demucier,  whether  specially  pointed  onl 
or  not    This  defect  may  be  suggested  ore  lenw  on  the  aigumentb 

James  B.  Jfann,  for  the  appellant. 
Jidius  Ooldzier^  for  the  appellee. 

MuLKET,  J.  Louisa  Eberle  brought  her  bill  in  the  superior 
court  of  Cook  County,  against  the  appellant,  James  W.  Weth- 
erell,  to  remove  an  alleged  cloud  upon  her  title  to  certain  real 
estate,  particularly  described  in  the  bill.  It  appears  from  the 
bill  that  the  property  in  question  originally  belonged  to  ap- 
pellee's father,  from  whom  she  derives  title;  that  after  her  title 
accrued,  it  was  sold  by  A.  M.  Jones,  United  States  marshal, 
under  a  judgment  and  execution  against  her  husband,  to  the 
appellant,  and  that  the  latter  subsequently  received  a  mar^ 
shal's  deed  therefor,  which  constitutes  the  alleged  cloud  on 


Jan.  1888.]  Wsthebell  i;.  Ebbblb.  675 

her  title.  The  court  overruled  a  demurrer  to  the  biU,  and  the 
defendant  declining  to  answer  further,  a  decree  was  entered 
in  conformity  with  the  prayer  thereof,  to  reverse  which  Weth- 
erell  prosecutes  this  appeal. 

The  question  presented  by  the  record  for  determination  is 
the  suflSciency  of  the  bill  on  demurrer.  It  is  alleged  in  the  de- 
murrer that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  the  relief  prayed, — 
1.  *' Because  it  appears  that  said  court  has  no  jurisdiction  in 
regard  to  the  matters  in  said  bill  set  forth,  the  same  relating 
to  the  acts  of  the  United  States  court  and  its  officers";  2. 
*'And  because  it  is  not  shown  but  that  complainant  has  an 
adequate  remedy  at  law  by  ejectment."  If  either  of  these 
grounds  of  demurrer  is  well  taken,  the  decree  of  course  will 
have  to  be  reversed. 

As  to  the  first  ground,  we  think  the  law  is  with  appellee. 
Upon  this  branch  of  the  subject,  it  is  urged  that  the  decree, 
under  the  facts  disclosed,  is  an  unwarrantable  interference 
with  legal  proceedings  in  a  federal  court,  the  tendency  of 
which  is  to  bring  about  a  conflict  of  jurisdiction  between  that 
and  the  state  courts;  and  Logan  v.  LueaSf  69  111.  237,  Munson 
V.  Harrouuj  34  Id.  422,  86  Am.  Dec.  316,  and  Sproehnle  v. 
Dietriehj  110  IlL  202,  are  relied  on  as  sustaining  that  view. 
As  to  the  first  two  cases,  which  are  referred  to  and  commented 
upon  in  the  last,  they  are  clearly  distinguishable  from  the 
present,  and  &11  far  short  of  sustaining  appellant's  position. 
The  last  case,  which  goes  to  the  very  verge  of  the  law  in  that 
direction,  does  not,  in  our  opinion,  go  to  the  extent  claimed,  and 
there  is  a  marked  distinction  between  it  and  the  present  case. 
In  that  case,  the  United  States  marshal,  it  is  true,  had,  as  in 
this,  made  a  sale  of  the  land  under  a  regular  judgment  and 
execution,  and  had  issued  to  the  purchaser  a  certificate  of 
purchase;  but  here  the  similarity  between  tlie  cases  ceases. 
In  the  Sproehnle  case,  the  marshal  had  yet  another  important 
duty  to  perform  with  respect  to  the  property  if  not  redeemed; 
namely,  to  execute  a  deed  to  the  purchaser,  the  time  for 
redemption  not  having  then  expired.  The  threatened  injury 
was  not  consummated.  The  maturing  title  was  in  fieri  merely, 
and  might  be  defeated  altogether  by  a  redemption  of  the  prop- 
erty. In  the  present  case,  there  is  no  element  of  that  kind. 
Here  not  only  the  United  States  court,  but  all  its  officers,  have 
ceased  to  have  any  power,  control,  or  jurisdiction  over  the 
case.  The  time  of  redemption  has  expired,  and  the  marshal's 
deed  has  been  delivered.    Such  being  the  case,  no  ground  is 
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perceived  for  the  claim  that  the  decree  in  the  caee  may  lead 
to  jurisdictional  complications  between  federal  and  state 
courts.  Nor  does  the  present  suit  attempt  to  review,  revise, 
or  interfere  with  the  judgment  or  im>cess  of  the  United  States 
court.  Nor,  indeed,  does  it  question  the  validity,  or  even  the 
regularity,  of  the  sale  under  the  execution.  The  lower  court, 
by  its  decree,  simply  found  that  appellee's  husband,  who  was 
supposed  to  own  the  land  in  question  at  the  time  it  was  levied 
upon  and  sold  by  the  United  States  marshal,  had  no  title  to 
it,  and  that  consequently  nothing  passed  by  the  marshars 
deed.  The  question  as  to  the  validity  of  his  title  was  not  be- 
fore the  United  States  court,  and  consequently  it  could  not 
have  been  passed  upon  by  that  court.  There  was  clearly  no 
objection  to  the  bill  on  this  ground. 

Coming  now  to  the  other  allied  cause  of  demurrer,  namely, 
that  "it  is  not  shown  but  that  complainant  has  an  adequate 
remedy  at  law,  by  ejectment,"  that  presents  a  much  more 
serious  question.  It  is  said  in  Hardin  v.  J&nes,  86  IlL  313: 
''There  are  only  two  cases  under  our  law  in  which  a  party  may 
file  a  bill  to  quiet  title,  or  to  remove  a  cloud  from  the  title 
to  real  property:  1.  When  he  is  in  possession  of  the  lands; 
2.  When  he  claims  to  be  the  owner,  and  the  lands  in  contro- 
versy are  unimproved  and  unoccupied."  This  is  conceded  to 
be  a  correct  statement  of  the  law.  In  the  present  case,  it  ia 
neither  averred  that  the  complainant  was  in  possession  of  the 
lands,  nor  that  they  were  unimproved  and  unoccupied.  The 
bill,  therefore,  was  bad  in  substance.  The  defect  in  it,  as  is 
clearly  shown  by  the  case  cited,  went  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  in  the  limited  sense  in  which  that  term  is  often  used  in 
equity.  This,  also,  is  admitted.  But  it  is  claimed  that  the 
defect  in  the  bill  is  not  pointed  out  in  the  demurrer,  and  that 
therefore  the  point  is  waived.  This  position,  even  conceding 
the  fact  to  be  as  claimed,  is  not  tenable.  All  matters  which 
go  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  may  be  taken  advantage  of 
by  demurrer,  whether  specially  pointed  out  in  the  demurrer  or 
not,  for  whenever  it  apears  that  the  case  made  by  the  bill  is 
not  brought  within  the  class  of  cases  in  which  courts  of  equity 
assume  the  power  to  hear  and  determine,  it  shows,  in  the 
technical  sense  of  the  expression,  ''there  is  no  equity  in 
the  bill";  and  this  defect  may  be  pointed  out  ore  ienu9  on 
the  argument:  1  Daniell's  Chancery  Practice,  608,  656,  658, 
and  notes.  Indeed,  this  doctrine  is  so  elementary  in  its  char- 
acter, and  has  been  so  often  recognised  by  this  court,  that  it 
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does  not  require  argument  or  authority  for  its  eupport:  Oage 
T.  AbbMj  99  HI.  866;  Oage  v.  Griffin^  103  IcL  41. 

But  the  claim  that  the  defect  in  the  bill  is  not  pointed  out 
in  the  demurrer  is  not  justified  by  the  fietcts.  The  demurrer 
alleges  that  '4t  appears  that  said  court  has  no  jurisdiction  in 
regard  to  the  matters  in  said  bill  set  forth,  ....  because  it 
is  not  shown  but  that  complainant  has  an  adequate  remedy  at 
laWy  by  ejectment."  In  view  of  this  distioct  allegation  in  the 
demurrer,  it  is  difficult  to  conceiTe  what  more  was  wanted  to 
call  attention  to  the  fact  that  there  was  no  ayerment  in  the 
bill  that  the  complainant  was  in  possession  of  the  premiseSi  or 
that  they  were  vacant  and  unoccupied.  We  are  clearly  of 
opinion  the  demurrer  to  the  bill  should  have  been  sustained. 

The  decree  is  rerersedy  and  the  cause  remanded  fixr  ftirther 
proceedings  in  conformity  with  this  opinion. 

Lkul  Tria  so  LAm  CAnror  mm  Tbod  nr  Bus  to  qalil  till%  «r  to  le* 

waof  m  cloud  thflrefram:  Fcmtaim  v.  ffudtomp  t  Am.  St  Big*  S16|  Owkmlrom 

W^rhr.  Bauksk  Mfg.  Ok,  10  GoL  24|  Hid  tfao  phbtiff  bbsI  ihow titb  to 

toanlfi  Jchmmr.  Mwnag,  t  An.  BL  K&g.  174 
Am.  Bk.  Bsr..  Vcb  Y.—V 
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liiRBUonoN  MUST  MB  Takxn  ab  AX  ENTiBBTr,  and  in  oonneotion  with  the 
others  of  the  series  referring  to  the  same  snbjeot  and  immediately  con- 
nected with  it;  and  if,  when  so  taken  togetiier,  snch  inatmctions  ei- 
press  the  law,  they  afford  no  jnst  ground  of  complaint^  even  though  an 
isolated  and  detached  danse  Is,  in  itself  an  inaocnrate  or  incomplete 
statement  of  the  law. 

Ekplotsi  Who  Covnxtxjm  xv  Sibtioh  or  hu  Emflotsb  arxr  Nottck 
OF  Dkfxct  AvQwamsQ  Danobb  of  the  service  assumes  the  risk  as  in- 
creased by  the  defect,  even  though  he  may  object  or  complain,  unless  be 
is  induced  to  continue  by  an  express  or  implied  promise  of  the  master  to 
remove  the  cause  that  augments  the  danger. 

If  Emflotkb's  Sebvios  gaunot  bk  Continued  without  Constant  and 
Immbdiatb  Danger,  which  is  so  great  that  a  reasonably  prudent  man 
would  not  assume  it,  and  its  character  as  well  as  the  danger  itself  are 
fully  known  to  the  employee,  he  assumes  the  risk  if  he  continues  in  the 
service,  although  his  employer  had  promised  to  remedy  the  defect. 

Nbougsnoi^  when  not  a  Question  of  Fact.  — Where  there  is  no  con- 
flict of  testimony,  the  court  must  necessarily  decide  the  legal  effect 
of  the  testimony  in  the  record.  In  doing  this,  there  is  no  departure 
from  the  long-settled  rule  that  the  evidence  wiU  not  be  weighed  by  this 
court. 

/.  T.  DyCf  for  the  appellant. 

S.  M.  Shepardf  J.  B.  Elam^  and  C  Martindale,  for  the  ap- 
pellee. 

Elliott,  J.  Stated  in  a  condensed  form,  the  material  alle- 
gations of  the  complaint  are  these:  The  appellant  maintained 
a  freight-yard  near  the  city  of  Indianapolis,  in  which  there 
were  many  tracks  and  switches  used  for  handling  locomotives 
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and  cars.  On  the  fifteenth  day  of  October,  1882,  the  appellee 
was  in  the  service  of  the  appellant  as  a  night  watchman. 
His  duties  as  such  watchman  were  to  go  about  and  over  the 
yard  at  all  hours  of  the  night,  and  look  after  the  property 
ct  his  employer,  and  to  wake  up  at  the  proper  time  its  em- 
ployees. The  appellant  knew  that  it  was  necessary  that  the 
watchman  should  be  provided  with  a  light  in  order  that  he 
might  properly  discharge  his  duties,  and  at  the  same  time 
protect  himself  from  danger;  yet  the  appellant  refused  to  pro- 
vide a  light.  A  day  or  two  after  the  appellee  had  been  so 
employed,  he  notified  his  employer  that  it  was  necessary  for 
him  to  have  a  light  in  order  to  discbarge  his  duties  and  to 
protect  himself.  His  employer  promised  to  procure  a  light 
for  him  in  a  short  time,  and  requested  him  to  continue  in  the 
performance  of  his  duties.  Relying  on  this  promise,  he  did 
continue  in  the  appellant's  service,  but  the  light  was  not  pro- 
vided as  promised.  On  the  night  of  November  1,  1882,  he 
was  injured,  without  any  fault  on  his  part,  while  in  the  dis- 
charge of  his  duties,  and  his  injury  was  caused  by  the  wrong 
and  negligence  of  the  appellant  in  failing  to  provide  him  with 
a  lantern. 

The  fourth  instruction  given  by  the  court  reads  thus:  '*The 
general  rule  is,  that  when  a  servant,  before  he  enters  the  ser- 
vice, knows  it  to  be  hazardous,  or  voluntarily  continues  his 
service,  without  objection  or  complaint,  when  be  has  such 
knowledge,  he  is  presumed  to  contract  with  reference  to  the 
state  of  things  as  they  are  known  to  him,  and  if  knows  that 
the  continuance  of  such  service  exposes  him  to  constant  and 
certain  danger,  the  servant  in  such  cases  takes  the  risks  upon 
himself,  and  in  case  he  suffers  injury  thereby,  he  waives  all 
claims  for  damages  against  his  master  for  such  injury.  As 
has  been  said  in  argument,  the  master  is  not  required  to  take 
better  care  of  his  servant  than  he  takes  of  himself." 

Appellant's  counsel  dissects  this  instruction,  and  seizing  on 
the  words  ^'without  objection  or  complaint,"  assails  it  as 
erroneous. 

This  course  cannot  be  successfully  pursued.  The  instruc- 
tion must  be  taken  in  connection  with  the  others  of  the  series, 
and  cannot  be  considered  as  standing  alone.  An  instruction 
is  not  to  be  judged  by  taking  mere  fragments  dislocated  from 
their  proper  connections,  nor  is  one  instruction  to  be  taken  as 
complete  in  itself.  This  instruction  must,  as  is  well  settled, 
be  taken  as  an  entirety,  and  in  connection  with  the  others 
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refiuriiig  to  the  same  subject  and  immediately  conneeted  with 
it:  City  of  IndianapM$  v.  ChuUm,  68  Ind.  294;  Dmg  t.  Mar^ 
head,  110  Id.  451. 

We  most,  thereforei  take  the  fourth  instruction  in  connec- 
tion, with  that  bearing  upon  the  same  subject^  wliich  is  as 
follows: — 

''  6.  To  the  general  rule  I  have  announced  in  relation  to  a 
servant  who,  with  a  knowledge  of  the  dangers  of  the  service^ 
continues  in  it,  there  is  at  least  this  exception,  that  if  a  ser- 
vant knows  that  his  service  is  dangerous,  and  that  he  has  not 
been  provided  with  proper  means  or  implements  for  the  rea- 
sonably safe  performance  of  the  duties  of  his  employment^ 
and  makes  complaint  to  his  master,  who  promises  that  suit- 
able and  proper  implements  shall  be  provided  him  to  render 
his  service  less  dangerous,  then  such  servant  may  continue  in 
the  service  a  reasonable  time,  and  may  recover  for  an  injury 
sustained  by  him  within  such  time,  if,  on  account  of  the  mas- 
ter's negligence  in  fiidling  to  supply  the  means  of  avoiding 
danger,  the  injury  results;  provided  such  servant  at  the  time 
of  the  injury  was  not  guilty  of  any  negligence  which  contrib- 
uted to  produce  the  injury.  His  care  must  be  also  propor- 
tioned to  the  danger;  when  the  one  is  increased,  the  other  must 
be  also.  Yet  all  that  is  required  is  ordinary  care  under  the 
circumstances  of  the  case.  And  you  must  determine  from  the 
evidence  in  the  case  what  would  be  a  reasonable  time  within 
which  he  might  continue  in  the  master's  service  under  said 
promise,  if  any  was  made,  and  also  what  would  be  ordinary 
care, — that  is,  such  care  as  an  ordinarily  prudent  and  can* 
tious  person  would  exercise  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 
The  want  of  such  care  is  what  the  law  terms  negligence." 

If  these  instructions,  taken  together,  express  the  law,  then 
the  appellant  has  no  just  cause  of  complaint,  even  though  the 
isolated  clause  which  counsel  detaches  and  assails  should  in 
itself  be  regarded  as  an  inaccurate  statement  of  the  law.  Our . 
conclusion  is,  that  when  the  instructions  are  so  taken  they  ex* 
press  the  law  as  favorably  to  the  appellant  as  it  had  a  right 
to  ask. 

The  first  of  these  instructions  does  not  assert  that  those  em- 
ployees who  continue  in  the  master's  service,  "without  objec- 
tion or  complaint,"  do  not  assume  the  usual  risks  of  the  service. 
It  simply  asserts  that  all  who  do  continue  ''without  objection 
or  complaint"  do  assume  the  risks  incident  to  the  service;, 
but  it  by  no  means  asserts  that  those  who  do  complain  and 
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object  do  not  also  assume  those  risks.  Possibly,  the  iDstrac* 
tion  standing  alone  may  be  incomplete,  but  it  cannot  be  justly 
said  to  be  enoneous,  since  it  may  be  true  that  all  who  con- 
tinue in  a  service  without  objection  do  assume  the  risks  as 
well  as  those  who  do  make  objections.  But,  howeyer  this  may 
be,  it  is  sufficiently  evident  that  the  fourth  instruction  is  made 
complete  by  the  sixth,  and  there  is,  therefore,  no  available 
error. 

The  next  step  takes  us  into  a  field  of  stubborn  conflict. 
There  are  authorities  holding  that,  where  the  employee  ob- 
jects to  the  safety  of  the  appliances  furnished  him,  the  em- 
ployer is  liable  if  the  employee  is  icjured  while  in  the 
employer's  service,  and  within  a  reasonable  time  after  urging 
the  objection:  Union  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Morristey^  22  Am.  Law  Reg. 
674;  Tlwrpe  v.  Missouri  Pacific  IPy  Co.,  89  Mo.  660;  68  Am. 
Rep.  120;  2  Thompson  on  Negligence,  1009. 

A  careful  examination  of  the  other  authorities  relied  on  by 
appellee's  counsel  has  satisfied  us  that  they  do  not  decide  all 
that  it  is  asserted  that  they  do. 

In  Holmes  v.  Clarke,  6  Hurl.  &  N.  349,  the  master  neglected 
to  fence  a  dangerous  place,  as  an  act  of  Parliament  required 
him  to  do,  and  a  servant  was  awarded  a  recovery  for  injuries 
caused  by  this  negligence.  Leaving  out  of  consideration  the 
element  introduced  by  the  positive  legislation,  although  it  is 
by  no  means  clear  that  the  act  of  Parliament  did  not  exert  an 
important  influence,  we  yet  conclude  that  the  case  does  not 
sustain  appellee's  position:  Wabash  etc.  Ky  Co.  v.  Locke,  112 
Ind.  404;  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  193. 

This  conclusion  we  rest  upon  these  words  of  the  opinion  in 
the  case  cited  by  counsel:  '*  Where  machinery  is  required  by 
an  act  of  Parliament  to  be  protected,  so  as  to  guard  against 
danger  to  persons  working  it,  if  a  servant  enters  into  the  em- 
ployment when  the  machinery  is  in  a  state  of  safety,  and 
continues  in  the  service  after  it  has  become  dangerous  in  con- 
sequence of  the  protection  being  decayed  or  withdrawn,  but 
complains  of  the  want  of  protection,  and  the  master  promises 
to  restore  it,  but  fails  to  do  so,  we  think  be  is  guilty  of  negli- 
gence, and  that  if  any  accident  occurs  to  the  servant  he  is 
responsible."  The  promise  of  the  master  formed,  it  is  obvi- 
ous, an  important  factor  in  the  case,  and  exerted  a  controlling 
influence  on  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

There  are  some  expressions  in  Greene  v.  Minneapolis  etc.  R^y 
Co.,  31  Minn.  248,  47  Am.  Rep.  785,  that  seem  to  support  the 
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appellee's  contention,  but  the  ultimate  decision  is  against 
him.  It  was  there  said:  "If  the  emergencies  of  a  master's 
business  require  him  temporarily  to  use  defective  machinery, 
we  fail  to  see  what  right  he  has  in  law  or  natural  justice  to  in- 
sist that  it  shall  be  done  at  the  risk  of  the  servant  and  not  his 
own,  when,  notwithstanding  the  servant's  objection  to  the  con- 
dition of  the  machinery,  he  has  requested  or  induced  him  to 
continue  its  use  under  a  promise  thereafter  to  repair  it."  At 
another  place,  the  court,  in  speaking  of  the  general  rule,  as- 
serts that  the  master  is  liable  where  the  servant  gives  notice 
of  the  defects  and  the  master  ''thereupon  promises  that  they 
shall  be  remedied." 

The  utmost  that  can  be  deduced  from  the  case  under  im- 
mediate mention  is,  that  the  servant  may  continue  in  the 
service  a  reasonable  time  after  the  promise  to  make  the  ma- 
chinery or  appliances  safe,  and  that  if  he  is  injured  within 
that  time  he  may  maintain  an  action. 

The  cases  of  Kroy  v.  Chicago  etc.  R.  R.  Co.^  32  Iowa,  357, 
Orewdeaf  v.  Dubuque  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  83  Id.  52,  Mvldowney  v. 
lUinoia  CerUral  R.  R.  Co.,  89  Id.  616,  Lumley  v.  Caswell^  47  Id. 
159,  and  Way  v.  lUinoia  Central  R.  R.  Co.y  40  Id.  341,  do  not» 
as  we  understand  them,  go  further  than  to  hold  that  the  mas- 
ter is  not  liable  where  the  servant  continues  in  his  service  with 
notice  of  its  danger,  unless  he  has  induced  the  servant  to  do 
so  by  an  express  or  implied  promise.  In  Way  v.  lUinoia  Oen^ 
tral  R.  R.  Co,j  «upra,  it  was  held  error  to  refuse  an  instruction 
containing  this  clause:  ''If  a  brakeman  on  a  railroad  knows 
that  the  materials  with  which  he  works  are  defective,  and  con- 
tinues his  work  without  objecting,  and  without  being  induced 
by  his  master  to  believe  that  a  change  will  be  made,  ho  is 
deemed  to  have  assumed  the  risks  of  such  defects."  This,  we 
think,  implies  that  there  must  be  a  promise  either  in  express 
words,  or  arising  by  fair  implication  from  the  conduct  of  the 
master.  Groing  back  to  the  case  of  Kroy  v.  Chicago  etc.  iZ.  H, 
Co.f  Bupra^  we  find  the  principle  upon  which  the  subsequent 
decisions  rest,  for  they  are  all  built  upon  that  case.  It  was 
there  said:  "Another  important  modification  of  the  liability  of 
a  master  for  an  injury  to  an  employee,  which  is  sustained  by 
an  almost  unbroken  current  of  authority  in  this  country  and 
in  England,  is,  that  if  a  servant  knows  that  a  fellow-servant 
is  habitually  negligent,  or  that  the  materials  with  which  he 
works  are  defective,  and  continues  his  work  without  objecting, 
and  without  being  induced  by  his  master  to  believe  that  m 
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change  will  be  made,  he  is  deemed  to  have  assumed  the  risk 
of  such  defects."  This  ruling  certainly  does  not  sustain  the 
appellee's  contention  that  if  an  objection  and  protest  are  made 
the  master  becomes  liable.  The  case  of  Snow  ▼•  HoutaUmie 
R.  R.  Co.f  8  Allen,  441,  85  Am.  Dec.  720,  cannot  be  regarded 
as  in  point  upon  this  question,  nor  can  the  case  of  Indiana  Car 
Co.  Y.  Parker y  100  Ind.  181,  for  both  of  these  cases  simply  af- 
firm the  general  rule  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  master  to  pro- 
vide his  servants  with  a  safe  working-place  and  with  safe 
machinery  and  appliances. 

In  Patterson  v.  PitUburgh  etc.  R.  R.  Co.y  76  Pa.  St.  889,  IS 
Am.  Bep.  412,  there  was  an  express  promise  on  the  part  of 
the  master,  and  that  fact  gives  a  controlling  force  to  tiie  de« 
cision  there  made.  We  are  referred  to  Dr.  Wharton's  state- 
ment that ''  in  this  country  the  exception  has  been  still  further 
extended,  and  we  have  gone  so  far  as  to  hold  that  a  servant 
does  not,  by  remaining  in  his  master's  employ,  with  knowl- 
edge of  defects  in  machinery  he  is  obliged  to  use,  assume  the 
risks  attendant  on  the  use  of  such  machinery,  if  he  has  noti- 
fied the  employer  of  such  defects,  or  protested  against  them, 
in  such  a  way  as  to  induce  a  confidence  that  they  will  be  rem- 
edied": Wharton  on  Negligence,  1st  ed.,  sec.  221. 

If  it  were  conceded  that  this  is  a  correct  statement  of  the 
law,  still  it  would  not  supply  a  premise  for  the  conclusion  that 
an  objection  or  protest  exempts  the  servant  from  the  general 
rule  tiiat  he  assumes  the  risk,  for  it  is  implied  that  something 
must  be  done  by  the  master  to  induce  the  belief  that  the  de- 
fect will  be  remedied,  and  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  what  other 
thing  than  a  promise,  express  or  implied,  can  be  regarded  as 
sufficient  to  induce  such  a  belief.  We  find,  on  examining  the 
later  edition  of  Dr.  Wharton's  book,  that  he  adds  to  what  is 
copied  fix>m  the  earlier  edition  by  counsel  these  words:  *'Such 
confidence  being  based  on  the  master's  engagements,  either 
express  or  implied,"  and  modifies  the  statement  in  other  re- 
spects: Wharton  on  Negligence,  2d  ed.,  sec.  220. 

This  author  is,  indeed,  inclined  to  condemn  the  exception  to 
the  general  rule,  even  as  he  states  it,  for  he  says:  ''The  only 
ground  on  which  the  exception  before  us  can  be  justified  is, 
that  in  the  ordinary  course  of  events  the  employee,  supposing 
the  employer  has  righted  matters,  goes  on  with  his  work  with- 
out noticing  the  continuance  of  the  defect.  But  this  reasoning 
does  not  apply,  as  we  have  seen,  to  cases  where  the  employee 
that  the  defect  has  not  been  remedied,  and  yet  intelli- 
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gently  and  deliberately  continues  to  expoee  himeelf  to  if*: 
Wharton  on  Negligence,  2d  ed.,  sec.  220. 

The  rule  which  we  rq^ard  as  sonnd  in  principle  and  sup- 
ported by  authority  may  be  thus  expressed:  the  employee 
who  continues  in  the  service  of  his  employer,  after  notice  of 
a  defect  augmenting  the  danger  of  the  service,  assumes  the 
risk  as  increased  by  the  defect,  unless  the  master  expressly 
or  impliedly  promises  to  remedy  the  defect.  The  promise  of 
the  master  is  the  basis  of  the  exception.  If  the  promise  be 
absent,  the  exception  cannot  exist.  In  support  of  our  conclu- 
sion, we  refer  to  these  authorities:  Ruaseli  v.  TiUataony  140 
Mass.  201;  Linch  v.  Sagamore  Mfg.  Co,^  143  Id.  206;  HaU  y.Nay^ 
144  Id.  186;  Buzull  v.  Laconia  Mfg.  Co.,  48  Me.  113;  77  Am. 
Dec.  212,  218,  and  authorities  in  note;  Oalvesion  etc,  R.  R.  Co. 
v.  Drew,  59  Tex.  10;  46  Am.  Rep.  261;  Webber  v.  Piper,  38  Hun, 
853;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Lynch,  90  111.  333;  Wood  on  Maater 
and  Servant,  21;  Beach  on  Contributory  Negligence,  372. 

The  rule  absolving  the  servant  from  the  assumption  of 
risks  is  an  exception  to  the  general  rule,  for  the  general  rule 
is,  that  the  servant  does  assume  ail  the  ordinary  risks  of  the 
service  he  enters.  There  must,  therefore,  be  some  ground 
for  the  exception,  and  the  only  solid  ground  that  can  be  found 
is  the  inducement  held  out  by  the  agreement  of  the  master. 
If  this  be  not  so,  then  an  employee  at  his  first  entrance  into 
service  might  objeci;  and  protest,  and  successfully  claim  thai 
he  was  exempt  from  the  perils  of  the  service.  Or,  if  our 
theory  be  not  sound,  a  mere  complaint  or  objection  mighty  in 
effect,  overturn  the  general  rule,  and  this  would  result  in 
confusion  and  uncertainty.  We  can  see  no  way  to  hold  tliat 
the  servant  is  exempt  from  the  known  risks  of  his  service 
where  there  is  no  express  or  implied  contract  on  the  part  of 
the  master,  without  completely  nullifying  the  general  rule* 
The  servant  is  at  liberty  to  quit  the  service,  and  if  he  re- 
mains after  knowledge  of  its  danger,  he  assumes  the  risks, 
even  though  he  may  object  or  complain,  unless  he  is  induced 
to  continue  by  a  promise  of  the  master  to  remove  the  cause 
that  augments  the  danger;  since,  if  this  be  not  true,  it  must 
be  true  that  any  objection  or  complaint  made  at  any  time  will 
absolve  him  firom  the  risk,  and  this  conclusion  cannot  be  sus* 
tained.  As  the  exception  concedes  and  tries  the  general  rule, 
it  cannot  be  allowed  to  destroy  it,  for  if  it  were  allowed  to  do 
this,  it  would  cease  to  be  an  exception:  Sweeney  v.  Berlin  etc 
Co.,  101  N.  Y.  C20;  54  Am.  Rep.  722. 
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The  evidence  in  this  case,  as  oooneel  concede,  ohowe  that 
a  lantern  was  essential  to  the  service  the  appellee  undertook 
to  perform;  that,  as  the  appellee  knew,  without  the  lantern 
the  act  which  he  was  engaged  in  performing  subjected  him 
to  great  danger,  and  he  was  injured  while  attempting  to  per« 
form  it.  Nor  does  the  counsel  for  the  appellant^  as  we  under- 
atand  his  argument,  contend  that  it  was  not  the  duty  of  the 
company  to  provide  the  lantern,  nor  does  he  question  the 
authority  of  the  person  to  whom  the  appellee  made  application 
for  one  to  act  for  the  company  in  such  cases.  The  central 
position  assumed  is,  that  the  evidence  does  not  show  any 
promise.  This  is  the  question  presented  to  us,  and  the  ques* 
lion  to  which  we  at  this  point  limit  our  decision.  We  are, 
therefore,  required  to  determine  whether  there  is  evidence 
fairly  supporting  the  verdict  on  this  subject,  and  in  doing  so 
we  must  take  that  which  the  jury  deemed  credible  and  trust* 
worthy:  Julian  v.  WesUm  Unim  Tel.  Co.,  98  Ind.  827. 

We  cannot  sustain  the  verdict,  unless  we  find  in  the  record 
evidence  tending  to  prove  that  a  promise  to  remedy  the  cause 
of  the  augmented  danger  of  the  service  was  made  by  the  ap- 
pellant, and  that  this  promise  induced  the  appellee  to  remain 
in  the  service  after  he  acquired  knowledge  of  the  increased 
peril  caused  by  his  employer's  failure  to  furnish  him  with  a 
lantern.  Two  things  must  concur:  the  promise,  express  or 
implied;  and  the  inducement  created  by  it.  If  either  be  ab- 
sent, the  case  fails.  If  no  reliance  was  placed  on  the  promise, 
there  could  not  have  been  an  inducement  influencing  the 
appellee  to  continue  in  the  service  with  knowledge  of  its 
increased  danger;  and  if  no  promise  was  made,  the  case  is  still 
stronger  against  the  appellee,  for  in  that  event  there  could  be 
no  possible  ground  for  the  position  that  the  employer  induced 
him  to  continue  in  the  service. 

The  appellee's  argument  on  the  point  under  discussion  is, 
that  the  evidence  shows  "three  conversations  between  the  ser- 
vant and  his  master's  agent;  the  first  two  being  friendly,  and 
resulting  in  each  case  in  a  distinct  promise  to  furnish  the 
lantern.  The  third  was  due  to  the  neglect  of  the  master  and 
the  persistence  of  the  servant,  and  was  characterized  by  some 
angry  words,  but  there  was  no  withdrawal  of  the  promises  be- 
fore made, — nothing  but  an  angry,  petulant  remark  indi- 
cating at  most  that  the  fulfillment  of  the  promise  might  be 
delayed.  That  the  servant  continued  in  the  service  with  the 
expectation  that  the  master  would  do  his  duty,  and  looked 
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every  night  for  the  falfillment  of  the  promise.  That  he  was 
sent  by  the  agent  of  the  master  to  do  the  particcdar  service  in 
which  he  was  injured,  and  that  he  was  doing  his  best  to  see 
the  location  of  moving  cars,  and  cocdd  have  done  so  with  a 
light,  but  having  none,  was  misled  as  to  the  track  the  mov- 
ing cars  were  on,  from  having  just  seen  a  train  being  made  up 
on  track  No.  3,  and  was  thus  injured  by  a  sudden  jar  fix>m  a 
car  on  track  No.  2,  which  he  did  not  expect,  and  had  no 
reason  to  anticipate,  and  against  which  he  had  taken  no  pre- 
caution." 

In  substance,  the  argument  of  the  appellant  is  this:  ^  In- 
stead of  a  promise  to  furnish  a  lantern,  there  was  a  quarrel,  in 
which  defendant's  agent  accused  plaintiff  of  carrying  off  the 
lantern,  and  told  him  he  would  be  lucky  if  he  got  another  in 
a  month.  There  was  no  promise  at  all.  This  was  the  last 
conversation  upon  the  subject.  There  was  no  request  that 
plaintiff  should  remain  in  defendant's  service  till  a  lantern 
should  be  furnished.  The  plaintiff  emphatically  swears  that 
defendant's  agent  did  not  lead  him  to  believe  he  would  get  a 
lantern  short  of  a  month,  and  that  he  went  to  work  without 
any  expectation  that  Howells,  the  defendant's  agent,  would 
get  him  a  lantern  in  less  than  a  month,  and  in  this  same  con- 
versation he  threatened  to  lamm  the  agent  because  'it  looked 
like  he  did  not  care  for  plaintiff's  safety.'  Now,  if  there  had 
been  a  promise  to  furpish  a  lantern  at  the  end  of  thirty  days, 
that  would  not  relieve  plaintiff  from  the  risk  incurred  by 
working  without  a  lantern  for  that  thirty  days,  when,  as  he 
says,  he  had  no  expectation  that  a  lantern  would  be  fur- 
nished." 

It  is  true,  as  appellee's  counsel  affirm,  that  there  were  three 
conversations,  and  that  in  two  of  them  a  promise  was  made; 
but  it  is  also  true  that  the  appellee,  finding  that  the  promise 
was  not  kept,  entered  complaint,  and  was  told  in  the  last  con- 
versation that  he  would  be  lucky  if  he  got  a  lantern  in  a 
month.  It  is  likewise  true  that  the  appellee  did  not,  after  the 
last  conversation,  rely  on  the  promise  previously  made,  for  he 
testified  that  he  did  not  expect  to  be  supplied  with  a  lantern. 
This  is  his  own  testimony:  "After  I  had  asked  him  for  the 
lantern  twice,  and  then  left  orders  twice,  I  went  over  early  to 
see  him  myself,  and  told  him  it  was  dangerous, — it  was  a 
dangerous  place  to  be  without  a  lantern, — and  it  seemed  like 
it  made  him  out  of  humor,  and  he  said:  'You  may  think 
yourself  well  off  if  you  get  a  lantern  in  a  month,'  and  then  I 


Not.  1887.]    Indianapolis  etc.  R'y  Co.  v.  Watbon.  587 

did  not  Bay  anything  more  to  him  about  it.  That  was  two 
weeks  before  I  was  hurt  that  I  asked  Mr.  Howells  for  the  last 
time  for  a  lantern.  Well,  when  he  would  not  get  me  a  lan- 
tern, and  when  he  Bpoke  the  way  he  did,  I  got  a  little  excited, 
and  when  I  get  excited  I  will  Bay  what  I  please.  He  said  the 
men  need  not  be  carrying  their  lanterns  off;  they  were  all 
charged  up  to  them.  I  told  him  I  had  not  lost  my  lantern, 
and  had  not  carried  it  off,  but  put  it  into  the  box,  and  that  if 
lie  would  have  a  box  for  the  night  men  and  a  box  for  the  day 
men  they  might  save  their  lamps.  It  was  in  this  same  con- 
versation  that  he  told  me  I  would  be  lucky  if  I  got  another 
lantern  in  a  month.  It  was  after  that  I  had  a  rough  talk 
with  him,  because  he  had  insulted  me  there,  because  it  looked 
like  he  did  not  care  for  my  safety."  In  answer  to  this  ques- 
tion: *^He  did  not  lead  you  to  expect  that  he  was  going  to  get 
a  lantern  for  you  short  of  a  month  in  that  conversation,  did 
he?"  the  api>ellee  said:  *^ No,  sir."  He  was  also  asked  this 
question:  '^And  you  went  on  to  work  in  the  yard  without  a 
lantern,  and  without  any  expectation  that  Howells  would  get 
a  lantern  for  you  within  a  month,  did  you  not?"  and  his  an- 
swer was,  ^*  Yes,  sir." 

The  appellee  also  testified  that  Howells  was  the  only  man 
he  ever  asked  for  a  lantern,  and  thus  narrates  one  of  the  first 
eonversations:  "I  told  him  I  had  been  pretty  nearly  killed 
down  in  the  yard  once  without  a  lamp,  and  I  did  not  want  to 
be  killed  by  neglect  of  having  the  lamp  there;  then  I  got  a 
little  out  of  fix  because  he  did  n't  furnish  me  a  lamp,  and  I 
told  him  I  had  pretty  nearly  got  killed  in  that  yard  by  being 
struck  by  a  car,  and  all  that;  that  is  what  I  said,  and  then 
he  promised  to  get  me  a  lamp." 

After  the  most  careful  study  we  find  ourselves  unable  to 
resist  the  conclusion  that  the  verdict  cannot  be  sustained. 
We  are  constrained  to  hold  that  the  appellee  was  not  induced 
to  remain  in  the  appellant's  service  by  any  promise,  express 
or  implied.  On  the  contrary,  the  clear  and  irresistible  in- 
ference from  the  evidence  is,  that  the  promise  was  withdrawn, 
and  that  the  appellee  continued  in  the  service,  knowing  its 
great  danger,  without  any  promise  that  the  lantern,  or  lamp, 
required  to  make  it  safe,  would  be  provided.  He  himself 
says  that  ^^he  went  on  with  the  work  without  any  expectation 
that  Howells  would  get  a  lantern  "  for  him  within  a  month. 
This  shows  the  construction  put  by  the  appellee  upon  the 
words  of  Howells,  and  it  is  the  only  natural  and  reasonable 
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constntciioii  that  those  words  will  bear.  With  this,  the  ap- 
pellee^s  own  testimony,  before  us,  we  can  see  no  other  course 
consistent  with  duty  open  to  us  saTS  that  which  leads  to  a 
reversal  of  the  judgment.  We  must  affirm  that  an  employee, 
who  continues  in  the  employer's  service  after  he  has  acquired 
knowledge  of  its  great  and  immediate  dangers,  assumes  the 
risk,  unless  he  is  induced  to  continue  in  the  service  by  a 
promise,  express  or  implied. 

We  do  not  depart  from  the  rule  that  an  employer  is  bound 
to  use  ordinary  care  to  provide  a  safe  woiking-place  and  safe 
appliances  for  his  employees;  but  we  do  hold  that  the  rule 
cannot  apply  to  such  a  case  as  this.  The  rule  itself  we  re- 
gard as  firmly  settled:  Indiana  Car  Co.  v.  Parker^  tupra; 
Kmeger  v.  LouitviUe  etc.  Ky  Co.^  Ill  Ind.  51;  PennsyivaMa 
Co.  V.  Whiteomb,  111  Id.  212. 

It  is  the  application  of  the  rule  as  made  by  the  afqpellee, 
and  not  the  principle  it  asserts,  that  we  deny.  The  rule  as- 
serts that  the  machinery  and  appliances  must  be  kept  safe  as 
against  those  who  do  not  know  of  their  unsafe  condition,  bat 
does  not  apply  to  those  who  know  of  their  unsafe  condition, 
and  still  continues  in  the  service  without  being  induced  to  do 
so  by  the  employer's  promise. 

The  employee  has  a  right,  until  he  acquires  knowledge  of 
danger,  or  by  reasonable  care  might  acquire  such  knowledge, 
to  act  upon  the  assumption  that  his  employer  will  use  ordi- 
nary care  to  provide  safe  appliances;  but  when  he  becomes 
fully  informed  of  the  danger,  he  can  no  longer  act  upon  this 
assumption.  Knowledge  on  his  part  puts  an  end  to  his  right 
to  assume  that  the  master  has  done  his  duty.  It  is  manifest 
that  one  who  knows  that  a  duty  has  not  bo^n  performed  can- 
not reasonably  assert  that  he  acted  upon  the  assumption  that 
it  had  been  performed.  The  case,  therefore,  falls  within  the 
rule  that  the  employee  assumes  the  risks  of  all  the  dangers 
of  which  he  has  knowledge:  P€nn9ylvania  Co.  v.  Whilcoml, 
supra;  Indiana  etc.  R'y  Co.  v.  DaiUyj  110  Ind.  75;  Lake  Shore 
tic.  Ry  Co.  V.  Stupah,  108  Id.  1;  Urnback  v.  Lake  Shore  etc.  R'y 
Co.,  83  Id.  191. 

Where  there  is  a  promise  to  repair  which  induces  the  em- 
ployee to  continue  in  the  service,  then,  doubtless,  he  may,  for 
a  reasonable  length  of  time,  rely  on  the  promise  and  continue 
in  the  service,  unless  the  danger  of  continuance,  without  a 
removal  of  the  cause  of  it,  is  so  great  that  a  reasonably  prudent 
man  would  not  assume  it:   Hough  v.  Railway  Co.^  100  U.  & 
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213;  Lo(man  ▼.  Broebwayj  8  Rob.  (N.  Y.)  74;  Illinois  Cent.  R.  R. 
Co.  V.  Jewelly  46  111.  99;  92  Am.  Dec.  240;  Crichton  v.  KHr,  1 
Ses.  Cas.  8.,  8d  series,  407. 

Some  of  the  cases  go  further,  and  assert  that  the  promise  of 
the  employer  exonerates  the  employee  entirely,  eren  though 
the  continuance  in  the  service  is  known  to  him  to  be  con- 
stantly and  immediately  dangerous:  Fort  Wayne  etc.  R,  R.  Co. 
▼.  Cfildersleevef  33  Mich.  133.  We  are  not  inclined  to  adopt 
this  yiew.  Our  opinion  is,  that  if  the  service  cannot  be  con- 
tinued without  constant  and  immediate  danger,  and  the  danger 
and  its  character  are  fully  known  to  the  employee,  he  assumes 
the  ride  if  he  continues  in  the  service.  It  is  a  fundamental 
principle  in  this  branch  of  jurisprudence  that  one  who  vol- 
untarily incurs  a  known  and  immediate  danger  is  guilty  of 
contributory  negligence,  and  we  are  unable  to  perceive  why 
a  promise  should  relieve  the  party  injured  through  his  own 
contributory  fault.  If  the  danger  is  not  great  and  constant, 
then  such  a  promise  may  well  be  deemed  to  relieve  him;  but 
where  it  is  great  and  immediate,  and  is  of  such  a  nature  that 
a  prudent  man  would  not  voluntarily  incur  it,  a  promise  does 
not  nullify  or  excuse  the  contributory  negligence.  Even  if 
there  be  a  promise  by  the  employer,  the  employee  must  not 
subject  himself  to  a  great  and  evident  danger,  since  this  he 
cannot  do  without  participating  in  the  employer's  fault.  The 
community  have  an  interest  in  such  questions,  and  that  inter- 
est requiros  that  all  persons  should  use  ordinary  care  to  pro- 
tect themselves  from  known  and  certain  danger.  A  man  who 
brings  about  his  own  death  or  serious  bodily  injury  sins  against 
the  public  weal.  All  must  use  ordinary  care  to  avoid  known 
and  immediate  danger,  although  it  is  not  the  assumption  of 
every  risk  that  violates  this  rule.  When  the  line  of  danger, 
direct  and  certain,  is  reached,  thero  the  citizen  must  stop,  and 
he  cannot  pass  it,  even  upon  the  faith  of  another's  promise,  if 
to  pass  it  requiros  a  hazard  that  no  prudent  man  would  incur. 
Proceeding  upon  a  somewhat  different  line  of  reasoning,  other 
courts  haye  reached  the  same  conclusion  as  that  to  which  we 
aro  led:  Ford  y.  Fitehburg  R.  R.  Co.^  110  Mass.  240;  14  Am. 
Bep.  598;  Crichton  v.  £eir,  ewpra;  Couch  v.  Steelj  8  El.  &  B. 
402.  The  general  principle  which  rules  here  is  strongly  illus- 
trated by  the  cases  which  hold  that  a  passenger  cannot  re- 
cover for  an  injxuy  received  while  acting  in  obedience  to  the 
dizectiona  of  the  conductor  in  whose  charge  he  is,  where  obedi- 
ence leads  to  a  known  danger  which  a  prudent  man  would  not 
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voluntarily  incur:  Lake  Shore  etc.  R^y  Co,  v.  Pinehiny  312 
Ind.  592;  Cincinnati  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Career,  112  Id.  26;  2  Am. 
6t  Rep.  144.  If  the  rale  prevails  in  such  cases,  much  stronger 
is  the  reason  why  it  should  prevail  in  a  case  like  this,  where 
ordinary  care  is  required  of  employer  and  employee  alike; 
while  in  the  class  of  cases  referred  to,  the  highest  degree  of 
practicable  care  is  required  of  the  carrier,  and  only  ordinary 
care  exacted  of  the  passenger. 

It  is  probably  trae  that  the  promise  of  the  employer,  when 
relied  on  by  the  employee,  will  rebut  a  presumption  of  con- 
tributory negligence  in  cases  where  the  danger  is  not  great 
and  immediate,  but  this  presumption  yields  whenever  it  ap- 
pears that  the  employee  voluntarily  incurs  a  known  and  im- 
mediate danger  of  so  grave  a  character  that  it  would  deter  a 
reasonably  prudent  man  from  incurring  it. 

In  the  case  before  us,  the  testimony  convincingly  shows  that 
the  appellee  knew  the  danger  he  encountered,  and  it  shows, 
also,  that  it  was  so  great  and  immediate  that  a  prudent  man 
would  not  have  aBSumcd  the  risk  it  created.  It  results  that 
even  if  it  were  coDceded  that  t&ere  was  a  promise,  and  a  reli- 
ance on  it,  there  could  be  no  recovery. 

Reluctant  as  we  are  to  set  aside  a  verdict  which  has  passed 
the  scrutiny  of  a  learned  trial  court,  we  cannot  do  otherwise 
in  this  instance. 

Judgment  reversed. 

ON  PETITION  FOB  A  BEHEABING. 

Elliott,  J.  In  a  very  forcible  and  able  brief,  counsel  Cor 
the  appellee  contend  that  we  departed  from  the  established 
rule,  and  weighed  the  evidence.    In  this,  counsel  are  in  error. 

We  took  the  evidence  as  we  found  it  in  the  record,  and  de- 
cided, on  the  uncontradicted  evidence,  that  there  could  be  no 
recovery.  The  decision  of  the  case,  in  the  main,  depends  upon 
the  question  whether  there  was  a  promise,  relied  upon  by  the 
appellee,  exonerating  him  from  the  consequences  of  his  negli* 
gence  in  remaining  in  the  appellant's  service  after  he  acquired 
full  knowledge  of  its  dangers.  We  have  held  in  many  cases 
that  where  the  evidence  fails  to  make  out  a  case,  the  judgment 
will  be  reversed:  City  of  Warsaw  v.  Dunlap^  112  Ind.  676;  Cinr 
cinnati  etc.  Ky  Co.  v.  Long^  112  Id.  166;  Riley  v.  Boyer^  76  Id. 
152;  Pittsburgh  etc.  R'y  Co.  v.  Morton,  01  Id.  539;  28  Am.  Rep. 
682;  Roe  v.  CronkhitCj  56  Ind.  183;  Ray  v.  Dunn,  38  Id.  230; 
Croseley  v.  O'Brien,  24  Id.  325;  87  Am.  Dec.  329. 
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WherOy  as  here,  there  is  only  obe  witness  upon  a  pivotal 
pointy  it  is  our  duty  to  apply  the  law  to  his  testimony,  and  if^ 
under  the  law,  the  testimony  is  not  sufficient  to  sustain  a  re- 
covery, so  adjudge.  Where  there  is  no  conflict  of  testimony, 
the  court  must  necessarily  decide  the  legal  effect  of  the  testi- 
mony in  the  record.  In  doing  this  there  is  no  departure  from 
the  long-settled  rule  to  which  counsel  refer. 

The  question  of  negligence  is  never  one  exclusively  of  fact. 
The  jury  find  the  facts,  but  if  from  the  facts  one  inference 
only  can  be  drawn,  and  that  is,  that  there  was  negligence,  it 
must  be  so  adjudged  as  matter  of  law;  or,  conversely,  if  it  can 
be  clearly  affirmed  as  matter  of  law  that  there  was  no  negli- 
gence, the  court  must  so  declare.  In  no  case  where  negligence 
is  the  issue  does  the  court  entirely  abdicate  its  power,  for  as 
to  the  law  it  must  always  rule,  although,  in  some  instances, 
the  jury  ultimately  decide  whether  there  is  or  is  not  negligence; 
but  in  every  case  the  court  must  declare  the  law. 

In  ruling  that  there  is  no  negligence,  the  court  does  not  rule 
upon  a  question  of  fact.  Judge  Holmes  says:  "Where  a  judge 
rules  that  there  is  no  evidence  of  negligence,  he  does  some- 
thing more  than  is  embraced  in  an  ordinary  ruling  that  there 
is  no  evidence  of  a  fact.  He  rules  that  the  acts  or  omissions 
proved  or  in  question  do  not  constitute  a  ground  of  legal  lia- 
bility, and  in  this  way  the  law  is  gradually  enriching  itself 
from  daily  life,  as  it  should  ":  Holmes's  Common  Law,  120. 

This  principle  applies  here,  for  we  rule,  not  that  there  is  no 
evidence  of  a  fact,  but  that  the  facts  proved  do  not  create  a 
legal  liability.  It  has  been  very  often  decided  by  our  own  and 
by  other  courts  that,  where  the  facts  are  undisputed  and  un- 
equivocal, the  court  must  apply  the  law  to  them:  Wabash  etc. 
Ky  Co.  V.  LockCj  112  Ind.  404,  and  cases  cited;  Pittsburgh  etc. 
R.  R.  Co.  V.  Spencer  J  98  Id.  186,  and  cases  cited;  Cownsell  v. 
Hall,  145  Mass.  468. 

The  doctrine  that  the  welfare  of  society  forbids  a  man  from 
thrusting  himself  into  immediate  and  certain  danger  without 
pressing  necessity,  remounts  to  the  case  of  Hales  v.  Petit^  1 
Plow.  253,  a  case  made  famous  because  of  its  having  suggested, 
as  many  suppose,  to  Shakespeare,  the  grave-digger's  scene  in 
Hamlet.  Although  the  reasoning  of  that  case  is  quaint  and 
fanciful,  still  the  principle  asserted  is  a  wise  one,  and  has  long 
formed  part  of  our  jurisprudence. 

We  did  not  assert  in  our  former  opinion  that  an  employee, 
who  takes  a  risk  that  imperils  his  safety^  cannot  maintain  an 
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action;  but  we  did  decide  that  if  he  knowingly  and  deliber- 
ately asaumes  a  risk  that  will  lead  him  into  immediate  and 
certain  danger,  he  cannot  recover,  although  his  employer  had 
promised  to  remedy  the  defect  The  authorities  we  cited  6ua> 
tain  this  principle^  and  we  applied  it  to  the  uncontradicted 
evidence.  Where,  as  here,  there  is  only  one  witness  to  a 
material  fact,  we  must  act  upon  his  testimony,  and  in  apply- 
ing a  principle  to  it  we  do  not  weigh  evidence:  CincinncUi  etc 
R.  R.  Co.  V.  L<mg^  112  Ind.  166;  Palmer  v.  Chicago  etc.  R.  R. 
Co.,  112  Id.  250. 

It  may  be  that  on  another  trial  the  evidence  may  be  such 
as  to  take  the  case  out  of  both  the  rules  here  stated,  for  it  may 
well  be  that  additional  evidence  will  explain  the  testimony 
given  by  Mr.  Watson,  or  prove  circumstances  giving  it  a  dif- 
ferent meaning  and  effect;  but  as  the  record  presents  the  case 
to  us,  we  find,  by  applying  the  law  to  the  evidence,  that  the 
verdict  is  not  supported. 

Petition  overruled.  

FAn.uBi  TO  Pkbiobm  Dutt  WmoB  n  wvll  Ddihbd  is  Nbougsbigi^ 
and  may  be  ao  daelared  by  oonrt;  bat  whrni  the  meennre  of  daty  u  ▼acyini^ 
a  higher  degree  beiiig  zequbed  under  aoaie  cironmetancee  than  nnder  «thei^ 
and  which  it  ia  neoeieazy  to  aaoertain  as  a  &ct^  the  question  is  for  the  jnrj: 
See  Art¥)ld  ▼.  Pem^hania  B.  B.  Co.,  2  Ajn.  8t.  Rep.  542,  and  note  545,  546^ 
citing  niany  cases. 

Ma8tkb*8  Ihmr  to  Fuxhibh  Ekfloth  wtth  Saps  Plaoi  nr  Wbioh  to 
VeoBK,  andsafe  tools  to  wcrk  with:  Lewk  y.  Seiferi,  2  Am.  8t.  Eep.  661,  and 
note;  JlbynOan  ▼.  fTiOt,  4  Id.  8iS;  OmM^  ▼.  JfiMMirl  Poe^  iTy,  4  Id.  88% 
LiUle  Back  Co.  r.  LevenU,  8  Id.  23a 

iHSTBUonom  most  bb  CtoNSTBVXD  AB  A  Wholi^  and  it  when  thus  oon- 
sidered,  they  are  oorxeot,  the  judgment  will  not  be  reversed  because  a  siai^ 
instruction,  or  a  part  of  an  instruction,  taken  by  itself,  w  inaccurate  or  in* 
complete:  See  note  to  Strohn  ▼.  IktroU  etc.  B  B.  Co.,  99  Am.  Deo.  1801 

EMPLom  CoNTDrtriKO  n  BEsnom  avtsr  NonoB  of  Dsibot  angment- 
ing  danger  of  the  service  asmnmes  the  risk  of  injuxy  therefrom,  and  oannct 
recover:  BuateU  v.  Xoconta  M.  Co.,  TJ  Am.  Dec.  225;  Thorpe  v.  Mmouri  Pae. 
R'y  Co.,  58  Am.  Rep.  120^  and  note;  StrMe  v.  Chicago  etc  By  Co.,  59  Id. 
456;  Texas  Pae.  B*p  Co.  v.  Bra4ford,  59  Id.  639;  Porter  v.  W.  N.O.  B.B. 
Co.,  97  N.  0.  66;  PkOadOfhia  etc.  B.  B.Co.  v.  H^hu,  119  Pa.  St.  801;  Nem 
York  etc  B*y  Co.  v.  Lyone,  119  Id.  824;  unless  his  continuance  in  the  eervios 
is  by  reason  of  the  master's  promise  to  repair  the  defect  within  a  reaaonaUs 
time,  which  time  has  not  expired:  Eureka  Co.  v.  Bass,  60  Am.  Eep.  152;  and 
note;  note  to  Btamell  v.  Lawida  M.  Co.,  Tl  Am.  Dec.  224;  note  to  Gkiconffo  eie, 
B.  B.  Co.  V.  Sweti,  92  Id.  217;  with»  however,  this  condition,  that  the  bbs> 
ter's  promise  to  repair  will  not  relieve  the  servsnt  of  the  imputatioa  of  cod- 
tribatory  negligence,  if  the  defect  is  such  as  to  indicate  immediate  daq§M^ 
which  a  reasonable  man  would  not  assume:  See  the  principal 
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T*ii«g*«.  —  Whiu  HuflB4]fp  SsPKNDs  MonT  moir  Wxtsli  Bjul  Estatb 
TO  DxrBAiii>  HXB  Cbxditobs,  and  she  knows  of  such  intent  and  oollndee 
with  him  to  eflbot  that  pnrpose,  she  oocnpies  the  position  of  a  frandn- 
lent  grantee,  and  k  a  trostee  for  the  creditors,  and  aocountable  to  them 
in  equity  to  the  extent  of  the  money  so  expended,  whether  it  remain  in 
the  land,  or  is  afterwarda  converted  by  »  sale  into  money  which  she 


'Whsbb  Hubbahd,  with  Intuit  to  DmtAVP  hd  Ob]editob8»  Oim  an 
Wife  Honxt,  which  she,  with  full  knowledge  of  that  porpoee^  acoepta 
and  yields  no  consideration,  she  holds  it  as  tmstee  for  tmdtk  erediton 
and  mnst  aecoont  to  them  for  it  in  eqnity. 

PlA&DiNO  —  JuBiSDionoK  —  Equitt.  —  It  matters  not  under  the  eode  of 
Indiana  what  the  form  of  the  action,  if  the  facts  stated  sustain  the 
theory  on  Vhieh  the  complaint  proceeds,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the 
relief  he  seeks  even  if  equitable  relief  be  demanded. 

PRAonoB.  —  Attacbhxnt  PBooBDiMaa  MAT  Pbovxblt  BB  QuAIBlIi^ 
WHXBB  AmDAvn  Uah  to  show,  as  required  by  statute^  that  the  pcop- 
erty  sought  to  be  reached  was  snbjeet  to  exeoution. 

T&AHgrBB  OF  Pbofxbtt  Bxbmtt  fbom  ExBOunoN  OAKN or  BB  Fbauov- 
LBNT  as  against  creditors. 

/.  E.  Bo8€^  J.  W.  BfudUty  md  W.  L.  Pet^idd^  for  the  appel- 
lant. 

/.  /.  Bestf  C.  A.  0.  McCUOm^  and  D.  A.  Oarwood^  for  the 
appellees. 

Eluott,  J.  The  Caots,  as  stated  by  the  first  paragraph  of 
the  complaint,  are  these:  Norman  Smith  was  the  debtor  of 
Benjamin  Blair  in  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars,  for  which 
judgment  was  recovered.  Executions  were  issued,  and  re« 
tamed  no  property  found.  Prior  to  the  time  the  judgment 
was  rendered,  the  wife  of  Norman  Smith,  Julietta,  owned 
eighty  acres  of  land,  and  as  part  of  the  purchase-money  she 
agreed  to  pay  liens  on  the  land  amounting  to  the  sum  of  one 
thousand  dollars.  This  sum  the  husband  paid,  although  he 
then  had  no  property  subject  to  execution,  as  his  wife  knew. 
He  paid  the  money  with  the  fraudulent  intent  of  cheating  his 
creditors,  of  which  fact  his  wife  had  knowledge,  and  to  enable 
him  to  defraud  his  creditors  colluded  with  him  to  effect  that 
purpose.  Since  it  was  paid  she  has  sold  the  land,  and  has, 
as  the  complaint  charges,  possession  of  the  avails  of  the  sale, 
and  has  in  her  possession  one  thousand  dollars  above  the 
value  of  her  interest,  as  the  trustee  of  his  creditors. 

The  appellant's  counsel,  with  much  force  and  plausibility, 
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argue  that^  as  Mrs.  Smith  occupies  the  position  of  a  fraudu- 
lent grantee,  and  colluded  with  her  husband  to  defraud  his 
creditors,  she  is  liable,  in  the  character  of  a  trustee,  to  account 
to  them  for  the  amount  over  and  above  the  value  of  her  inter* 
est  in  the  land. 

It  is  now  settled,  whatever  of  error  may  have  crept  into 
some  of  our  decisions,  that  a  judgment  creditor  has  a  lien 
anly  on  the  interest  of  the  debtor  in  the  land,  and  that  against 
such  a  creditor  prior  equities  will  prevail:  Glidtwell  v.  Spaugh, 
26  Ind.  319;  MotUieello  etc.  Co.  v.  Laughry,  72  Id.  562;  Hays  v. 
Eeger,  102  Id.  624;  Foltz  v.  WeH,  103  Id.  404,  and  cases  cited; 
Wright  v.  Tichenor,  104  Id.  186,  and  cases  cited;  Wright  ▼. 
Jones^  106  Id.  17;  Heberd  v.  Wines,  105  Id.  237;  Taylor  v. 
Duesierberg,  109  Id.  166. 

It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  interest  that  Mrs.  Smith  had 
in  the  land  is  superior  to  the  appellant's  claim.  We  do  not, 
however,  understand  the  appellant's  counsel  to  controvert 
this  doctrine,  but  their  position  is,  that  the  creditor  has  a 
right  to  charge  her  with  the  money  in  her  hands  received 
from  the  sale,  after  deducting  the  value  of  her  interest  in  the 
land.  The  husband,  as  against  her,  acquired  no  interest  in 
the  land,  but  as  against  creditors  the  money  belonging  to  him 
which  went  into  the  land  can  be  reached  in  equity,  because, 
as  the  complaint  alleges,  the  wife  put  it  there  to  defraud 
creditors. 

Whether  the  husband  could  or  could  not  impair  the  in* 
terest  of  the  wife  if  she  had  not  actively  participated  in  the 
fraud,  is  not  the  question;  but  the  question  is.  Can  the  money 
that  went  into  the  land  by  the  fraud  of  both  husband  and 
wife  be  followed  by  the  creditors  of  the  husband?  This  is 
the  question  the  record  presents.  We  think  it  clear  that  in 
equity  the  creditors  may  pursue  the  money  into  the  land. 
Suppose,  for  example,  that  the  price  of  the  land  was  two 
thousand  dollars,  and  that  the  wife  paid  only  ten  dollars  of 
this  sum,  and  the  husband,  colluding  with  the  wife  in  a  fraudu- 
lent scheme  to  defraud  his  creditors,  paid  nineteen  hundred 
and  ninety  dollars,  could  not  a  judgment  creditor  reach  the 
money  thus  fraudulently  put  into  the  land?  We  are  unable 
to  see  why  the  money  of  the  husband  may  not  be  subject  in 
equity  to  the  claims  of  his  creditors,  in  the  case  supposed,  nor 
can  we  perceive  any  diflference  between  the  supposed  case  and 
the  actual  one. 

The  question  here  is  very  different  from  that  presented  ia 
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French  ▼.  Sheplor^  83  Ind.  266;  43  Am.  Rep.  67.  lu  that  case 
the  beneficiary  sought  to  secure  land  bought  by  the  trustee, 
but  partly  paid  for  with  trust  funds.  Here  the  charge  is,  that 
the  wife  colluded  with  the  husband  to  defraud  his  creditors; 
«nd  to  carry  into  execution  their  corrupt  scheme,  she  suffered 
liim  to  use  his  money  in  payiAg  for  the  land.  If  at  the  time 
the  land  was  purchased  this  had  been  done,  no  one  would 
doubt  that  the  husband  would  have  acquired  an  interest  in 
the  land  which  a  judgment  creditor  might  subject  to  the  pay- 
ment of  his  debt.  We  can  discern  no  difference  between  a 
case  where  the  husband  and  wife  conspire  to  defraud  credi- 
tors prior  to  the  purchase  of  property,  and  a  case  where  the 
conspiracy  is  not  formed  until  after  the  purchase  of  the  land. 
Our  conclusion  on  this  branch  of  the  case  is,  that  when  the 
husband,  pursuant  to  the  corrupt  scheme,  invested  one  thou- 
Band  dollars  in  the  land,  he  acquired,  as  against  creditors,  but 
not  as  against  the  wife,  an  interest  upon  which  equity  will 
fiusten  the  lien  of  the  judgment,  but  that  the  lien  did  not  dis* 
place  the  prior  equity  of  the  wife. 

If  our  conclusion  is  correct,  then  as  long  as  the  wife  re* 
mained  the  owner  of  the  land,  the  husband,  in  equity,  and  as 
in  favor  of  a  judgment  creditor,  owned  an  interest  in  the 
land,  subject  to  the  lien  of  the  judgment,  as  against  one  who 
had  conspired  with  him  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  cred- 
itors. If  this  be  not  true,  then  a  debtor  may  collude  with 
another  to  defraud  his  creditors,  and  by  investing  money  in 
the  land,  carry  into  execution  a  corrupt  scheme,  and  enable 
the  debtor  to  evade  the  payment  of  his  debts.  Equity  will 
not  permit  this. 

Approaching  the  question  from  a  somewhat  different  point, 
we  arrive  at  the  same  conclusion.  If  the  money  paid  on  the 
price  of  the  land  belonged  to  the  debtor,  equity  would  have 
compelled  him  to  pay  it  to  his  creditor,  and  from  this  rule  he 
cannot  escape  under  cover  of  a  fraudulent  collusion  with  the 
owner  of  the  land.  No  one  can  reap  any  advantage  from  a 
fi'aud.  As  the  money  to  which  equity  gave  the  appellant  a 
claim  went  into  the  land,  into  the  land  equity  will  follow  it 
'*  Equity  regards  that  as  done  which  ought  to  have  been 
done,''  and  upon  this  maxim  re8t«  many  of  the  most  salutary 
rules  of  equity,  and  among  them  that  of  equitable  conver- 
sion. It  is  no  more  beyond  the  power  of  a  court  of  equity 
to  reach  the  money  in  the  land  than  it  would  have  been  had 
the  money  been  fiuudulently  placed  in  the  hands  of  Mr& 


S96  Blaib  v.  Smith.  Pndiann, 

Smithy  to  be  tharc  kept  for  Uie  corrupt  purpose  of  defrttoding 
her  husband's  creditors. 

Oar  statute  goes  very  far  in  oondemnation  of  sohemea  to 
defraud  creditors,  and  denounces  as  ydd  all  contracts  made 
for  that  purpose:  R.  S.  1881,  sees.  2156, 4920.  Land  fraud- 
ulently  conveyed  is  subject  to  the  judgment,  by  express  fsto- 
vision  of  our  statute:  Id.,  sec.  752;  Hatima  v.  AMsetj  84  Ind. 
411. 

As  held  in  the  case  cited,  where  a  person  purchases  or  ac- 
quires an  interest  in  land,  and,  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding 
creditors,  does  not  take  tiUe,  equity  will  treat  that  as  having 
been  done  which  ought  to  have  been  done,  and,  in  &vor  of 
creditors,  will  treat  the  purchaser  as  having  title. 

Counsel  for  the  appellees  are  in  error  in  treating  Mrs. 
Smith  as  the  mere  debtor  of  her  husband.  The  complaint 
does  not  proceed  upon  that  theory.  It  proceeds  on  the  theory 
that,  by  reason  of  the  fraudulent  collusion  with  her  husband, 
she  obtained  property  which  in  equity  and  good  conscienoa 
should  be  applied  to  the  debt  due  from  her  husband  to  the 
appellant  She  is  not  sought  to  be  held  as  his  debtor.  She 
is  sought  to  be  held  as  the  trustee  of  her  husband's  creditor. 
It  is  a  principle  quite  as  well  established  as  any  in  equity 
jurisprudence,  that  a  grantee  who  fraudulently  accepts  a  con- 
veyance of  land,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  grantor  to 
defeat  his  creditors,  takes  the  land  as  the  trustee  of  the  cred- 
itors. This  doctrine  is  so  well  settled  that  it  is  scarcely  neces- 
sary to  cite  authorities  in  its  support:  EUer  v.  CmZI,  112  Ind.. 
818;  Eve  v.  Xouw,  91  Id.  457;  Jonee  v.  Reeder,  22  Id.  111.  I^ 
therefore,  Mrs.  Smith  had  retained  the  land,  she  might  nn- 
doubtedly  have  been  charged  as  the  trustee  of  her  husband's 
creditors  to  the  extent  of  his  interest  in  the  land.  Whether 
this  would  be  so  if  there  were  no  actual  fraud,  we  need  not  in- 
quire, for  there  was  here  not  only  knowledge  of  the  fraudulent 
intent  of  the  husband,  but  the  wife  actively  assisted  him  in 
carrying  into  execution  his  fraudulent  purpose  by  conspiring 
with  him  to  defeat  his  creditors.  Whatever  may  be  the  rule 
where  the  wife  simply  permits  her  insolvent  husband  to  ad- 
vance money  to  pay  for  her  land,  the  rule  in  a  case  like  this,. 
where  she  is  a  guilty  actor  in  the  fraud,  is,  that  she  cannot 
defeat  the  claim  of  her  husband's  creditors,  although  the 
creditors  cannot  destroy  her  prior  equities.  The  element  of 
actual  fraud  we  regard  as  an  important  one  in  all  the  phases 
of  the  case.    We  decide  the  case  as  it  is  presented  to  us  by^ 
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the  complaint,  and  upon  the  facts  there  alleged  and  admitted 
by  the  demurrer,  and  that  case  is  one  of  direct  positiTe  fraud, 
and  not  merely  legal  or  constructive  fraud. 

We  conclude,  without  hesitation,  that,  had  the  wife  re- 
mained the  owner  of  the  land,  equity  might  bare  charged  her 
as  holding  it  In  trust  to  the  extent  of  the  money  fraudulently 
put  into  it  by  her  husband;  and  we  are  now  to  inquire  whether, 
as  to  the  avails  of  the  sale  in  her  hands  in  excess  of  her  inter- 
net in  the  land,  she  can  be  rtquired  to  account  to  her  bus- 
tMmd's  creditor  as  a  trustee.  We  have  already  alluded  to  the 
doctrine  of  equitable  conversion,  and  we  now  apply  it  to  the 
money  in  the  hands  of  Julietta  Smith.  As  to  the  crsditors, 
equity  may  treat  that  money  as  it  would  have  treated  the 
land  had  the  title  remained  in  her.  We  are  not  willing  to 
hold  that  the  change  in  the  character  of  the  property  changed 
the  equities  of  the  parties.  Suppose  that,  instead  of  getting 
money  tor  the  land,  Mrs.  Smith  had  exchanged  it  for  another 
parcel  ef  land,  might  not  the  appellant  have  reached  the  bus* 
band's  interest  in  that  landf  It  seems  clear  to  our  minds  that 
the  change  from  one  piwoel  of  land  to  another  would  not  have 
deetroyed  the  appellant's  equity;  and  surely,  the  change  from 
one  species  of  property  to  another  cannot  aflfoct  the  principle 
involved.  On  the  soundest  ground  of  equity,  as  we  think,  the 
tights  of  the  appellant  followed  the  money  from  the  land  into 
the  hands  of  Mrs.  Smith.  If  this  be  true,  then  she  must  be 
regarded  as  holding  it  as  the  trustee  of  the  appellant,  and  in 
no  other  capacity. 

In  equity,  she  has  no  right  to  the  money.  She  does  not, 
therefore,  hold  it  in  her  own  right.  She  is  not  the  debtor 
of  her  husband,  because,  as  between  parties,  a  fraudulent 
conveyance  is  valid.  She  is  not  the  debtor  of  her  husband, 
because  there  was  neither  an  implied  nor  an  express  promise 
to  repay  him,  for  she  received  the  money  as  an  actor  in  the 
corrupt  scheme  to  defraud  his  creditors.  There  is,  therefore, 
but  one  capacity  in  which  she  can  hold,  and  that  is  as  the 
trustee  of  the  creditors.  If  she  holds  it  in  that  capacity,  then 
in  that  capacity  she  can  be  compelled  to  account.  Reasoning 
eolely  on  principle,  this  conclusion  seems  inevitable,  and  it  is 
the  conclusion  which  the  authorities  sustain. 

In  the  case  of  ClemenU  v.  Moore,  6  Wall.  299,  the  supreme 
court  of  the  United  States  held  that  *^a  purchaser  of  a  stock  of 
goods  from  a  debtor  confessedly  insolvent,  where  the  purchaser 
knows  that  the  debtor's  purpose  is  to  hinder  and  delay  a  par- 
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tioolar  creditor,  and  also  that  if  the  debtor  intended  a  fraud 
on  hiB  creditors  generally,  the  purchase  would  necessarily  be 
giving  him  facilities  in  that  direction,  is  not  respcmsible  in 
equity  (the  sale  being  an  open  one,  for  a  fair  price,  and  fol- 
lowed by  a  change  of  possession)  for  any  part  of  the  consid- 
eration money  which  the  debtor  had  applied  to  payment  of  hi» 
debts;  but  is  responsible  for  any  part  which  he  has  diyeried 
from  such  payment" 

The  question  was  very  fully  and  carefully  discussed  in  Fer^ 
gu9(m  Y.  HUhnan^  55  Wis.  181,  and  it  was  said:  ^^The  reaaoo 
and  justice  of  this  rule  are  apparent  when  we  consider  the 
effect  of  any  different  rule  upon  the  rights  of  the  creditors.  If 
the  fraudulent  grantee  can  be  protected  for  the  amount  acta* 
ally  paid  by  him  at  the  time  of  the  fraudulent  transfer,  then 
this  would  happen:  the  fraudulent  debtor  could  make  a  sale 
with  intent  to  avoid  the  payment  of  his  debts,  take  the  money 
and  leaye  the  country,  and  the  purchaser  have  knowledge  thai 
he  intended  to  do  so,  and  yet  be  protected  for  the  money  bo 
paid  and  appropriated.  A  rule  which  would  lead  to  snch 
results  cannot  be  tolerated  by  courts.  The  rule,  as  above 
stated,  has  been  recognized  and  adopted  by  this  as  well  as 
other  courts:  Oardinier  v.  OtUy  IS  Wis.  460;  Stein  v.  Herfnann^ 
23  Id.  132;  Avery  v.  Johann^  27  Id.  246;  Union  Nat.  Bank  t. 
Warner^  12  Hun,  806;  Brigge  v.  MerriU^  68  Barb.  389;  FuUer- 
ten  V.  Viallf  42  How.  Pr.  294;  Goodhue  v.  Berrien^  2  Sand.  Ch. 
630,  636.  See  also  a  long  list  of  authorities  upon  this  qnee- 
tion  cited  by  Mr.  Bump  in  his  work  on 'fraudulent  convey- 
ances, page  198,  note  2;  May's  Statutes  of  Elizabeth,  73,  74. 
If  the  fraudulent  grantee  in  possession  of  the  property  of 
the  debtor  cannot  be  protected  for  the  money  or  other  consid- 
eration he  may  have  given  for  the  transfer,  as  against  the 
creditors  of  such  debtor,  it  would  seem  to  follow  as  a  necessary 
consequence  that  such  grantee  cannot  be  protected  in  the  poe* 
session  of  the  proceeds  of  such  property  received  by  him  on  a 
sale  thereof.  The  property  in  the  hands  of  the  fraudulent 
purchaser  is  held  by  him  in  trust  for  the  creditors  of  hia 
fraudulent  vendor,  and  when  the  property  is  converted  into 
money,  the  money  is  impressed  with  the  same  trust.  The 
original  conveyance  being  void  as  to  creditors,  no  title  as  to 
them  ever  passed  to  the  grantee;  and  if  he  sells  it  and  re* 
ceives  the  money,  he  must  hold  the  money  for  the  benefit  of 
the  creditors.  In  equity,  such  money  in  the  hands  of  the 
fraudulent  grantee  is  held  for  the  benefit  of  the  oreditarB;  and 
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althoagh  they  may  not  be  able  to  maintain  an  action  at  law 
for  money  had  and  Teceived  for  their  use,  because  they  were 
never  the  owners  of  or  had  the  title  to  the  property  which  has 
been  converted  into  such  money,  yet  a  court  of  equity,  having 
all  the  parties  interested  before  it,  may  make  such  order  as  to 
the  application  thereof  as  would  be  just'' 

In  Wittiamson  v.  WiOiams,  11  Lea,  356,  the  court  said:  ^It 
does  appear  that  Wallace  purchased  fraudulently,  and  dis* 
posed  of  this  land  to  aid  his  father-in-law  in  evading  the  pay- 
ment of  his  debt,  and  sold  to  Terry  with  intent  to  avoid  the 
complainant's  claim.  He  swears  he  received  the  price  of  the 
property  to  the  amount  of  seyen  thousand  dollars.  He  shows 
be  had  received  this  money,  and  this  fact  is  beyond  question. 
Having  deprived  coknplainant  of  this  land,  and  having  ob- 
tained its  price,  he  must  be  held  responsible  by  reason  of  this 
fraudulent  disposition  of  the  land  to  be  liable  to  the  complain- 
ant's claim  to  the  amount  of  the  consideration  received.  This 
money  stands  for  the  land  in  his  hands,  and  he  cannot  escape 
liability  by  having  disposed  of  the  land.  It  was  so  held  in  the 
case  of  Marsh  y.  Pawellj  Thompson's  Tenn.  Cas.  196,  overrul- 
ing the  case  of  Tuhh  v.  WilUams^  7  Humph.  867,  and  the  same 
principle  also  in  Coleman  y.  SaiUrfiddj  2  Head,  266.  These 
cases  have  been  several  times  affirmed  since." 

The  point  of  the  decision  in  FuUerton  v.  FtaQ,  42  How.  Pr. 
294,  is,  as  stated  in  the  head-notes,  this:  '*  If,  before  the  judg- 
ment is  obtained,  the  land  be  conveyed  to  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser, the  land  is  not  subject  to  the  lien  of  the  judgment,  but 
in  equity,  the  creditor's  lien  attaches  to  the  fund  or  proceeds 
Teceived  by  the  fraudulent  grantee." 

The  court,  in  Smith  v.  SandSf  17  Neb.  498,  gave  the  ques- 
tion careful  consideration,  and  held  the  fraudulent  grantee 
liable,  saying,  among  other  things:  '^The  law  requires  the 
debtor  to  act  in  good  faith  with  his  creditors,  and  apply  his 
property  not  exempt,  if  need  be,  to  the  payment  of  his  debts. 
If  he  attempts  to  evade  this  duty,  and  for  the  purpose  of  hin- 
dering or  defrauding  his  creditors  by  transferring  his  property 
to  another  without  consideration,  or  with  knowledge  on  the 
part  of  the  grantee  of  the  fraudulent  intent,  such  grantee  will 
take  the  property  charged  with  the  trust,  and  if  he  converts 
the  property  into  money,  he  will  be  liable  for  its  value,  less 
any  yalid  lien  subsisting  against  it.  And  as  the  court  admin- 
isters both  law  and  equity,  it  should  adapt  the  relief  to  the 


too  Blaib  v.  Smith.  [Indiana, 

facta  proved,  and  if  need  be^  permit  an  amendment  of  the 
prayer  of  the  petition  for  that  purpose." 

A  aimilar  principle  was  declared  in  Murtha  ▼.  Curiay,  90 
N.  Y.  872|  where  it  was  eaid:  "  Under  the  drcnmetanoea  of 
thia  caae,  judgment  for  the  recovery  of  the  predee  Biua  of 
money  claimed  was  the  proper  judgment;  and  the  fonn  of  the 
judgment  does  not  stamp  this  as  a  I^^  rather  than  ma  equi- 
table action.  A  court  of  equity  adapts  ita  relief  to  the  ezigen- 
ciea  of  the  caae  in  hand.''  At  another  place  the  court  aaid: 
''Sven  if  something  waa  honeetly  due  from  Doy le  to  Cudqr  on 
account  of  the  fraud,  Cudey  could  not  retain  the  puberty,  or 
use  its  proceeds  against  a  pursuing  creditor.'' 

Stronger  still  is  the  case  of  Poit  ▼.  SUger,  29  N.  J.Eq.  554, 
where  the  wife  sold  the  piop^y  fraudulently  coaveyod  te 
heri  and  as  a  defense  insisted  thai  she  had  lost  the  money 
received  in  bad  bargains;  but  the  court  denied  the  validity  of 
this  defense^  saying:  ^'She  held  the  pi^qierty  as  trustee  ef  ha 
husband's  creditorsi  and  dealt  with  it  at  bar  peril." 

Mr.  Bump  says:  ''The  grantee  is  construed  to  be  a  trustet 
for  the  creditors,  and  as  such  is  responsible  for  all  his  acts  in 
disposing  of  the  property  fraudulently  conveyed  to  him.  If 
he  has  parted  with  it»  he  must  account  for  the  value."  Again 
he  says:  ^'A  court  of  equity  follows  the  proceeds  of  the  prop- 
erty,  and  affbrds  a  remedy  by  turning  the  legal  owner  into  a 
trustee  for  the  benefit  of  creditors":  Bump  on  Fraudulent 
Conveyances,  3d  ed.,  608, 609. 

We  feel  quite  sure,  after  a  very  careful  search,  thai  no  esse 

.  can  be  found,  in  which  the  question  was  fairly  presented, 

where  it  has  been  held  that  the  fraudulent  vendee  will  not  be 

held  liable  in  equity.    Counsel  have  cited  us  to  none,  and  in 

our  search  we  have  found  none. 

We  are  careful  to  say  that  no  case  can  be  found  where  an 
appeal  to  a  court  of  equity  for  rdief  against  a  fraudulent 
grantee  in  such  a  case  as  this  was  made  in  vain,  for  we  are 
aware  that  there  are  cases  holding  that  relief  cannot  be 
awarded  by  a  court  of  law.  Even  on  that  question,  however, 
there  is  much  conflict,  and  the  better  reason,  if  not  the  greater 
number  of  cases,  is  in  favor  of  the  rule  that  for  the  tort  an 
action  will  lie.  But  with  that  phase  of  the  question,  we  are 
not  now  concerned. 

The  appeal  for  relief  in  this  case  was  made  to  a  court  of 
equity,  for  all  our  courts  are  courts  of  equity.  It  matters  nott 
under  our  code,  what  the  form  of  the  action,  if  the  fact^  stated 
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•astain  the  theory  on  which  the  complaint  pvooeede,  and  en- 
title the  plaintiff  to  the  relief  he  seeks.  Of  this  theie  oan  be 
no  doubt  on  principle  or  authority:  1  Pomeroy's  Eq.  Jnr.,  seo. 
287;  Pomeroy  on  Remedies,  sec.  71;  Quarl  v.  Ahbettt  102  Ind. 
233;  62  Am.  Bep.  662. 

The  supreme  court  of  Massachusetts  has  gone  aa  &r  as  any 
other  coutt  in  ruling  that  an  action  at  law  cannot  be  main- 
tained against  a  fraudulent  grantee  who  conyerts  the  land 
conyeyed  to  him,  and  appropriates  the  proceeds:  BradUjf  v. 
FvUer^  118  Mass.  239.  But  as  to  suits  in  equity*  the  prindpb 
asserted  by  the  decisions  of  that  court  are  essentially  differ- 
ent: ffooper  V.  Bilk,  9  Pick.  435. 

In  Tiuker  v.  Mobb^  82  Ind.  62,  the  doofarino  of  tha  Massa- 
chusetts court,  as  to  actions  at  law,  seems  to  have  been  ap- 
proved and  applied  to  a  case  somewhat  similar  to  the  present 
It  is  obvious  that  an  important  element  was  overlooked  in 
that  oasCi  and  that  isy  that  under  the  code  there  is  only  one 
form  of  aotioui  and  that  equitable  relief  will  be  granted  when- 
ever the  fiacts  well  pleaded  demand  it  But  we  need  not  now 
express  any  opinion  upon  the  merits  of  that  decision}  all  that 
need  be  said  is>  that,  granting  it  to  be  well  decided|  it  does 
not  apply  here,  for  tiiere,  as  it  was  expressly  stated  in  the 
opinion,  Thomas,  the  fraudulent  grantee,  "transferred  the 
certificate  to  MUler,  without  receiving  anything  himself.'' 
Here  the  fraudulent  grantee  receives  and  holds  the  considera- 
tion received.  The  cases  we  have  already  referred  to  clearly 
show  the  principle  upon  which  the  courts  proceed  in  such 
cases  as  this,  and  in  showing  this,  show  that  on  the  plainest 
principles  of  equity  the  fraudulent  grantee  must  account  for 
what  he  has  in  his  hands  as  the  avails  of  the  sale,  or  he  must 
pay  the  value  of  what  he  retains.  This  principle  is  strikingly 
illustrated  by  the  case  of  Seeg  v.  Burnham^  65  Mich.  89. 

What  we  have  said  disposes  of  the  questions  presented  by 
the  first  paragraph  of  the  complaint,  for  the  ultimate  conclu- 
sion established  is,  that  property  subject  to  execution  may  be 
followed  by  creditors,  although  changed  in  kind,  into  the  hands 
of  one  who  occupies  the  poeition  of  a  fraudulent  grantee,  and 
results  in  holding  that  paragraph  to  be  good. 

The  second  paragraph  of  the  complaint  alleges  the  indebt- 
edness of  Norman  Smith  to  the  appellant,  alleges  that  he  had 
no  property  subject  to  execution,  alleges  that  his  wife  knew 
that  fact,  and  that  she  knew  of  his  intent  to  defraud  his  cred- 
itors; it  alleges  that  he  gave  her  eight  hundred  dollars  for 


602  Blair  v.  Smith.  [lDdi;ii.j, 

which  no  oonflideration  was  yielded,  and  that  she  accepted  it, 
knowmg  the  oorrnpt  pnrpoee  of  her  hasband,  and  that  ebe 
now  holds  it  aa  trustee  for  his  creditors,  and  has  neyer  ac- 
counted for  it. 

We  think  the  principle  we  have  stated  applies  to  this  para- 
graph of  the  complaint  as  well  as  to  the  first  Mrs.  Smith 
received  the  money  as  trustee,  and  as  such  must  account  for 
it.  If  she  had  received  a  stock  of  goods  from  her  husband 
pursuant  to  a  corrupt  scheme  to  defraud  his  creditors,  she 
certainly  could  have  been  charged  as  trustee.  The  fact  that 
she  received  one  species  of  property  rather  than  another  can 
make  no  difference.  The  governing  principle  is  the  same,  do 
matter  what  kind  of  property  the  fraudulent  participant  in 
the  positive  wrong  receives.  Mr.  Pomeroy  asserts,  what  is 
well  known  to  be  the  law,  that  a  fraudulent  grantee  takes  as 
trustee,  and  says:  "The  lien  upon  the  original  articles  will 
extend  to  the  resulting  fund  or  the  substituted  goods":  8 
Pomeroy's  Eq.  Jur.,  sec.  1291.  This  is  the  underlying  princi- 
ple which  everywhere  prevails:  May's  Statutes  of  Elizabeth, 
10;  Wait  on  Fraudulent  Conveyances,  sec.  886. 

The  plaintiff  is,  therefore,  right  in  proceeding,  as  he  does, 
upon  the  theory  that  the  fraudulent  grantee  is  a  trustee,  and 
as  such  may  be  called  upon  to  account  for  the  trust  funds. 
Damages  in  the  form  of  compensation  are  always  allowed  in 
equity  where  no  other  form  of  relief  is  adequate:  1  Pomeroy'B 
Eq.  Jur.,  sees.  112,  237.  This  rule  is  often  applied  in  cases 
against  trustees  for  an  accounting,  and  between  partners,  as 
well  aa  in  suits  for  specific  performance  where  performance 
cannot  be  enforced:  Pomeroy 's  Eq.  Jur.,  sees.  181,  1410;  2 
Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  18th  ed.,  133. 

As  the  question  comes  to  us  upon  the  facts  alleged  in  the 
complaint,  and  as  the  only  cause  alleged  for  the  demorrer  is 
that  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute 
a  cause  of  action,  what  we  have  said  leads  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  trial  court  erred  in  holding  the  complaint  bad. 

No  error  was  committed  in  quashing  the  attachment  pro- 
ceedings, for  the  affidavit  is  insufficient.  It  is  not  shown  in 
the  affidavit,  as  the  law  requires,  that  the  property  sought  to 
be  reached  was  subject  to  execution:  R.  S.  1881,  sec.  819.  It 
is  only  property  subject  to  execution  that  a  creditor  can  assert 
a  claim  against.  If  the  property  is  not  subject  to  execution^ 
the  debtor  has  an  absolute  right  of  disposition,  with  which 
creditors  cannot  interfere.    It  is,  therefore,  no  answer  to  the 
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objection  to  aver  that  the  property  was  fraudulently  conveyed, 
for  if  it  was  not  subject  to  execution,  creditors  cannot  be 
heard  to  aver  that  the  debtor  made  a  fraudulent  dispositiou 
of  it  Mr.  Wait  carries  this  doctrine  to  the  extent  of  holding 
that  the  debtor  may  exchange  property  which  is  not  exempt 
for  property  that  is  exempt,  and  hold  the  property  thus  ob- 
tained as  against  creditors:  Wait  on  Fraudulent  Conveyances, 
see.  47.  He  is  well  supported  by  authority :  (yDonneUy.Segarf 
25  Mich.  867;  BandaU  v.  Buffingtan,  10  Cal.  491;  IforrtMm  v. 
AVboU,  27  Minn.  116;  McFarland  v.  Qoadmanj  6  Biss.  Ill; 
Vogler  v.  M<mtgomery^  54  Mo.  677;  Cox  v.  Wilder^  2  Dill.  45; 
WhiU  v.  Givenij  29  La.  Ann.  671;  Mutter  v.  Inderrtidmy  79 
HL  882;  Hugmin  v.  Dewey,  20  Iowa,  868.  But  the  case  be- 
fore us  is  much  clearer  than  those  referred  to. 

Property  exempt  from  execution  is  not  subject  to  any  claim 
of  the  creditor,  but  is  absolutely  free  from  all  claims  cdf  credi- 
tors. No  execution  or  other  writ  is  a  lien  upon  it.  The  credi« 
tor  has  no  claim  upon  it  in  any  form,  and  it  is  impossible  to 
omceive  any  logical  ground  upon  which  property  not  subject 
to  the  claims  of  creditors  can  be  held  to  have  been  fraudu- 
lently conveyed.  If  creditors  have  no  interest  in  the  prop- 
erty, it  is  inconceivable  that  they  can  justly  claim  that  in 
disposing  of  it  the  debtor  has  been  guilty  of  fraud.  The 
whole  doctrine  of  annulling  fraudulent  conveyances  rests  upon 
the  ground  that  the  creditor  has  a  right  to  resort  to  the  prop- 
erty, and  where  he  has  no  such  right  it  is  impossible  that  a 
conveyance  can  be  deemed  fraudulent  Surely  a  man  may 
do  what  he  will  with  property  which  is  his  own,  free  from  all 
claims  of  creditors.  Our  later  decisions  establish  this  doc- 
trine, and  it  is  the  only  doctrine  defensible  on  principle:  Dun^ 
botdd  v.  Rowley^  118  Ind.  858;  EUer  v.  CruUy  eupra;  Barnard 
V.  Broum,  112  Id.  58;  Taylor  v.  Duesterbergj  109  Id.  165;  Fau* 
rote  v.  Carry  108  Id.  123;  Burdge  v.  BoUn,  106  Id.  175;  55  Am. 
Bep.  724. 

The  cases  elsewhere  declare  and  enforce  this  doctrine  in  its 
fullest  extent:  Sannoner  v.  King^  49  Ark.  299;  Bridgers  v. 
HoweUy  S.  C,  1887;  Buckley  v.  Wheeler,  52  Mich.  1;  Derby  v. 
Weyrieh,  8  Neb.  174;  80  Am.  Bep.  827;  Union  Pacific  Ry  Co. 
V.  Smerehj  Neb.,  1888.  In  the  case  last  cited  the  question  arose 
in  an  attachment  proceeding,  and  the  court  laid  down  the  gen- 
eral principle  as  we  declare  it,  and  applied  it  as  we  apply  it. 

Judgment  reversed,  with  instructions  to  overrule  the  de- 
murrer to  the  complaint. 
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NiBLAes,  J.,  OQDOiining.  The  rule  undoabtedlj  iS|  tlut  the 
law  defotM  all  tlie  propertj  of  a  debtor,  solgect  to  execution, 
whether  real  or  penonal,  to  the  payment  of  hie  debte.  H 
therejorei  a  debtor,  faietead  of  paying  hie  debte  with  it,  usei 
hie  penNmal  pvqMty,  eubjeet  to  exeouiioo,  upon  the  real  ei- 
tato  of  another,  eo  that  it  beeomee  a  part  of  euch  real  estate, 
for  the  purpoee  of  defrauding  hie  ereditom  and  preventing 
them  from  obtaining  eatiefieotion  of  their  demande  eut  of  hit 
propertj  with  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the  owner  of  the 
real  eetate,  a  judgment  oreditor  may  follow  the  property  into 
the  hande  of  the  owner  of  the  real  estate  thus  benefited,  and 
fasten  his  judgment  upon  such  real  eetoto  to  the  extent  ef  the 
debtor's  fraudulent  investment  in  it,  where,  by  resson  of  tht 
nature  of  the  transaetion,  no  debt,  exprees  or  implisd,  10  OBsatril 
between  the  debtor  and  the  owner  of  the  redty.  This  role 
wasTSfy  aptly  fcrmulated  and  restated  in  thecaseof  Ahtmr. 
8eka^^  00  Barb.  817,  and  is  approved  in  Wait  on  Fraaduknt 
ConveyaBoes,  at  section  26. 

The  roJo  in  question  was  at  first,  however,  only  lerwignisri 
as  extendiBg  to  tiie  realty  in  whiob  the  fiimnMeat  invustmest 
had  been  so  made^  and  not,  thersfine,  to  the  piooeeds  after  iti 
sale. 

I  agree,  neverthelees,  that  the  wei^t  of  modem  amfheritf 
favors  the  extension  ef  the  rule  so  as  to  enable  a  judgment 
crediUv  to  reach  the  prooeeds  in  the  hands  of  the  owner  of 
such  realty,  after  he  has  sold  and  conveyed  it  to  an  innocent 
purchaser.  But  one  judgment  creditor  in  sudh  a  case  has  no 
prior  right  or  claim  to  such  proceeds  over  another  similarlj 
situated.  Where  there  are  several  claimanto  to  tibe  proceedB, 
a  good  case  for  a  creditor's  bill  to  adjust  the  equities  between 
them  is  presented:  Hanna  v.  AebkeVj  84  Ind.  411;  Pomeroj'a 
Bq.  Jur.,  sees.  1413  et  seq.;  Wait  on  Fraudulent  Conveyancee, 
sees.  60,  68. 

I  think  the  cases  of  Taaker  v.  ifoea,  82  Ind.  62,  and  French 
V.  Sheplor,  83  Ind.  266,  43  Am.  Bep.  67,  were  correctly  decided 
upon  the  facts  upon  which  they  respectively  rest 

With  these  additional  remarks,  I  concur  generally  in  the 
conclusion  announced  as  above. 


HVSBAKD    BT  IVPHOVnTQ  LaITDS  OF  WlfS,  AKD  KxMUrUDIO  MOfUST  tad 

labor  thereon  Tolmitarily  and  without  any  asresnMttt  to  mgt^nm^  gnim  m 
iBlHwt  th««iB  wUdi  hia  crediton  tma  atteoht  S^JToMf  t.  Ifmet,  tmk,  p. 
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OoDai  HATS  kmnamnn  Dmxvomw  anrwisw  Iobmb  a»  Aonwm  ▲* 
liAW  AKD  Suits  nr  Equttt:  See  Pkreif  ▼.  iffo&m,  70  Am.  I>ea  092;  and 
note. 

AmBAviT  nr  AnAcmcxNT  icuvr  Foixow  Statutobt  BsQunuoforaBs 
See  note  to  Friedenberg  ▼.  Pknon^  79  Am.  Dec.  165-172. 

CONTXTAirOB  OF  EXSMFT  PBOPXBTT  OAXHOT  BS  FraUDULBHT  Afl  AOAIBSV 

CRnxnoBS:  See  POb  v.  Jft2«^  09  Am.  Dec  148;  Der^  v.  WqfrtA,  90  Am. 
Bepu  887;  Cofiibari  v.  AuvAow,  80  Id.  7fiS;aBdnote.  A  gift  from  ft  linabiiid 
to  bis  wife  of  exempt  property  ie  not  fraiadiilent  egMsst  creditocsi  Bwff$  ▼• 
BoUn.  66  Id.  724. 


Cornell  v.  Gibson. 

[114  IKSIAHA,  14I.J 

HpgKATfP  HAT  FBxnB  HiB  WiVB  OYXB  Othxbl  Cbiditobs.  He  hei  A  dear 
mod  vndoabted  right  to  pay  her  a  jast  debt  at  any  time.  In  money  or  in 
property,  and  land  bo  eonveyed  to  her  ia  free  from  the  elaim  of  my  eiber 
of  hie  oreditora. 

C  ClemanB  and  A.  O,  ClemanSf  for  the  appellant. 
J.  8.  Frazer  and  W,  D.  Frazetf  for  the  appellee. 

HowK,  J.  This  was  a  Bnit  hj  appellee,  GibeoDi  plaintiff 
below,  against  William  H.  Cornell  and  the  appellant,  Barah 
J.  Cornell,  his  wife,  as  defendants.  The  objects  of  the  suit 
were,  — 1.  To  recover  the  balance  claimed  to  be  dne  on  a  certain 
promissory  note  alleged  to  have  been  executed  by  defendant 
William  H.  Cornell  to  the  order  of  the  plaintiff  herein,  and 
to  that  end  (2)  to  subject  to  sale  certain  lots  particularly  de- 
scribed in  the  town  of  Pierceton,  in  Kosciusko  County. 

In  his  complaint  plaintiff  averred,  among  other  things,  that 
after  defendant  William  H.  Cornell  had  executed  the  note 
Bued  on,  he  purchased  with  his  own  funds  the  lots  aforesaid  in 
such  town  of  Pierceton,  and,  with  his  own  funds,  made  lasting 
and  valuable  improvements  thereon;  that  when  he  so  pur- 
chased such  town  lots,  for  the  purpose  of  cheating,  defrauding, 
hindering,  and  delaying  his  creditors,  and  particularly  the 
plaintiff,  such  defendant  caused  such  lots  to  be  conveyed  to 
his  co-defendant,  Sarah  J.  Cornell,  who  was  then  and  since  his 
wife,  and  who  accepted  the  conveyance  of  such  real  estate 
with  knowledge  of  the  aforesaid  fraudulent  purposes  of  her 
husband  and  co-defendant,  and  did  not  pay  any  consideration 
therefor;  and  that  defendant  William  H.  Cornell  had  not,  at 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  nor  at  the  time  such  convey- 
ance was  so  made  to  his  co-defendant,  any  property  in  his  own 
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name  subject  to  execotion  euffioient  to  pay  his  debts.  Whece- 
f(»e,eto. 

The  cause  was  put  at  issue  aud  tried  by  a  juzy^and  a  yeidici 
was  returned  finding  for  plaintiff  against  both  defendants,  and 
assessing  his  damages  against  defendant  William  H.  Comell 
in  the  sum  of  $662.07.  Over  the  separate  motion  of  defend- 
ant Sarah  J.  Comell  for  a  new  trial  herein,  the  court  ren- 
dered judgment  against  defendant  William  H.  Comell  tost 
the  damages  assessed  as  aforesaid  and  the  costs  of  suit,  and 
decreed  the  sale  of  the  aforesaid  town  lots  to  satisfy  anch 
judgment. 

Defendant  Sarah  J.  Comell  alone  has  appealed  from  such 
judgment  and  decree,  and  has  here  assigned  as  error  the  over- 
ruling of  her  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

Appellant's  counsel  first  contend  that,  as  against  her,  the 
verdict  of  the  jury  was  not  sustained  by  sufficient  evidenoei 
and  was  contrary  to  law.  We  are  of  opinion  that  this  objec- 
tion to  the  verdict  is  well  taken,  and  must  be  sustained.  As 
between  appellant,  Sarah  J.  Comell,  and  the  plaintiff  herein, 
he  had  the  burden  of  the  issues.  He  alleged,  and  it  devolved 
upon  him  to  prove  by  a  fair  prep(mderance  of  the  evidence, 
that  when  defendant  William  H.  Comell  purchased  the  afore- 
said lots  in  the  town  of  Pierceton,  he,  such  defendant,  for  the 
purpose  of  cheating,  defrauding,  hindering,  and  delaying  his 
creditors,  and  particularly  the  plaintiff  herein,  caused  each 
lots  to  be  conveyed  to  his  co-defendant,  Sarah  J.  Comell,  then 
and  since  his  wife.  Yet  plaintiff  introduced  no  evidence  what- 
ever proving  or  tending  to  prove  that,  when  such  lots  were  so 
purchased  as  aforesaid,  the  purchaser,  William  H.  Cornell, 
caused  the  aforesaid  lots  to  be  conveyed  to  his  wife,  Sarah  J. 
Comell,  finr  the  purpose  of  cheating,  defrauding,  hindering,  or 
delaying  any  of  his  creditors,  and  certainly  not  the  plaintiff 
herein.  Not  only  so,  but  the  uncontradicted  evidence  appear^ 
ing  in  the  record  clearly  proved,  as  it  seems  to  us,  that  William 
H.  Comell  caused  such  lots  to  be  conveyed  to  his  wife,  Sarah 
J.  Comell,  and  lasting  and  valuable  improvements  to  be  made 
thereon,  in  the  execution  and  fulfillment  of  a  valid  agreement 
entered  into  between  them  some  time  before  the  date  of  the 
note  in  suit  herein,  whereby  he  agreed  that  he  would  procure 
her  a  house  and  lot  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  eight  hun- 
dred dollars,  which  she  had  loaned  him  in  1873,  and  which  he 
had  agreed  to  pay  back  to  her  in  that  way.  The  conveyance 
of  the  lots  described  in  plaintiff's  complaint  herein,  wlueh 


KoT.  1887.]  Cornell  v.  Gibson.  007 

defendant  William  H.  Cornell  caused  to  be  made  to  his  wife, 
Sarah  J.  Cornell^  was  dated  on  the  twenty-third  day  of  April, 
1880,  and  was  executed  upon  the  consideration  of  $250,  as  ex- 
preflsed  therein.  Both  William  H.  and.  Sarah  J.  Cornell  were 
witnesses  on  the  trial  of  this  cause;  he  testified  that  he  did 
not  cause  the  lots  aforesaid  to  be  conveyed  to  his  wife  for  the 
fraudulent  purpose  alleged  in  plaintiff's  complaint;  and  she 
testified  that  she  accepted  the  conveyance  of  such  lots  without 
any  knowledge  whatever  of  any  such  fraudulent  purpose  on 
the  part  of  her  said  husband;  and  they  both  concurred  in  tes- 
tifying that  he  had  caused  the  lots  aforesaid  to  be  conveyed 
to  her  in  part  payment  of  the  sum  of  money  she  had  loaned 
him  as  aforesaid. 

Upon  these  points,  the  evidence  of  defendants,  William  H. 
and  Sarah  J.  Cornell,  was  not  contradicted  by  any  other  evi- 
dence appearing  in  the  record,  and  it  shows  very  clearly,  we 
think,  that  the  conveyance  of  the  town  lots,  described  in 
plaintiff's  complaint,  was  not  fraudulent,  and  gave  her  good 
title  to  such  lots,  free  from  the  claim  of  plaintiff  herein  or  of 
any  other  creditor  of  her  said  husband.  It  is  shown  by  the 
evidence  that  defendant  William  H.  Cornell  was  justly  in- 
debted to  his  wife,  Sarah  J.  Cornell,  as  well  as  to  the  plaintiff 
herein,  and  that  in  purchasing  the  lots  aforesaid  and  causing 
them  to  be  conveyed  to  his  wife,  and  in  making  lasting  and 
valuable  improvements  thereon,  with  his  own  funds,  he  was 
aimply  giving  a  preference  to  his  wife  over  his  other  creditors, 
In  the  application  of  his  funds  to  the  payment  of  his  debts. 
The  preference  thus  given  was  neither  fraudulent  nor  illegal. 
The  husband  had  a  clear  and  undoubted  right  to  pay  the  debt 
to  his  wife  at  any  time,  in  money  or  in  property,  and  to  prefer 
his  wife  over  other  creditors  in  so  doing.  ''She  was  the  credi- 
tor of  her  husband  for  the  money  loaned,  and  as  much  entitled 
to  payment  as  if  she  had  been  a  fertie  sole^*:  Kyger  v.  F.  Hvtt 
8hiH  Co.y  84  Ind.  249;  BrookviUe  Nat.  Bank  v.  Kimble,  76  Id. 
195;  Sedgwick  v.  Tucker,  90  Id.  271;  Dice  v.  Irvin,  110  Id.  .661, 
and  authorities  cited;  ^iB  v.  Bowman^  85  Mich.  191;  Jordan 
Y.  WhiU,  88  Id.  253. 

For  the  reasons  given,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  verdict  of 
the  jury,  as  against  appellant,  Sarah  J.  Cornell,  is  not  sus- 
tained by,  but  is  in  direct  conflict  with,  the  evidence  in  the 
record,  and  that,  for  this  cause,  her  separate  motion  for  a  new 
trial  ought  to  have  been  granted.  Some  other  causes  assigned 
for  a  new  trial  are  discussed  by  counsel,  but  these  we  need  not 
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and  do  not  now  consider.  It  was  error  to  orermle  the  sep* 
arate  motion  of  appellant,  Sarah  J.  Comellj  fas  a  new  trial 
herein. 

The  judgment  against  defendant  Sarah  J.  Cornell  is  re- 
versed, with  costs,  and  the  cause  is  rcmandedi  with  instrao- 
tions  to  sustain  her  motion  lor  a  new  trial,  and  for  farther 
proceedings  in  accordance  with  this  opinion. 


HussAiTD  MAT  PBDsa  ms  Wnrs  otxr  Otksb  GmnxoBSi  Bm 


Babtok  V.  Thb  Entbbpbise  Loan  and  Buildiko 

Association. 

Buiunso  AsBOQuncnr  04s«ot  Ddsolvb  lamuf  bt  rb  Own  RBsoumov 
without  the  conaent  of  all  the  share^iolden^  where  the  artioles  ol  aaeo- 
oifttioii  do  not  authorize  the  corporation  to  doee  its  exintwioft  short  of 
ei^t  years  unless  all  stock  is  redeemed  at  its  Talne^  and  Uiat  period  haa 
not  elapsed  nor  the  stock  been  all  redeemed. 

BsoiivxE  OF  BuiLDnis  AaBoatATtaa  will  not  bs  Atvoxvtxd  wli«ra  tiiere 
are  no  assets  to  he  distrihatedy  and  where  all  the  share-holders  agieed  that 
adTsnoementa  of  money  made  to  members,  where  they  took  the  aame 
and  paid  all  dues  and  interest^  shoold  be  theirs  absolutely,  and  if  they 
agreed  to  take  the  money  adTsnoed  to  them  in  fall  for  their  stock,  they 
should  not  be  required  to  pay  baok  mon«y  adranoed,  then  mortBagas 
taken  for  money  so  advaaoed  oaonot  be  eaf oreed,  and  there  are  no  aa- 
aets  to  be  distributed. 

/.  T.  Alexander  J  J.  M.  Hatfiddj  W.  O.  Sayre,  and  M.  Gteod, 

for  the  appellant. 

A.  Hess^  0.  CowgiUy  H.  B.  Shivdey^  and  O.  E.  CowgiU^  for 
the  appellee. 

Elliott,  J.  The  appellee  is  an  incorporated  Building, 
Loan  Fund,  and  Bavings  Association,  existing  under  articles 
of  association  filed  on  the  thirty-first  day  of  July,  1879.  Ar- 
tide  4  of  the  organic  instrument  provides  thaf  this  associa- 
tion shall  continue  in  operation  eight  years,  unless  the  funds 
of  the  association  shall  be  sufficient  to  pay  all  its  debts,  and 
to  redeem  all  its  stock  in  a  shorter  time."  One  thousand  shares 
of  stock  were  issued,  and  all  redeemed  before  July  18, 1887, 
except  thirty-eight  The  appellee  was  the  owner  of  one  of 
these  shares.  On  the  eighteenth  day  of  July,  1887,  a  resolu- 
tion was  passed  declaring  the  corporation  dissolved.     This 
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reflolation  recites  that  there  was,  at  that  time,  $899.83  in  the 
hands  of  the  treasurer,  and  it  made  proTision  for  dividing  that 
sum  among  the  thirty-eight  share-holders  whose  stock  had 
not  heen  redeemed.  These  share-holders  had  made  ninetj-six 
monthly  payments  of  one  dollar  on  each  share.  Under  the 
arrangement  proposed  by  the  resolution,  the  appellant  would 
receiye  $10.63  as  his  share  of  the  assets  of  the  corporation, 
while  the  holders  of  the  redeemed  shares,  those  who  had  re- 
ceived loans  on  their  stock,  would  each  receive  $142.67. 

The  appellant's  position  is,  that  the  resolution  declaring  the 
corporation  dissolved  was  nugatory,  and  that  it  must  continue 
in  existence  until  its  business  is  wound  up  as  the  statute  pro* 
vides. 

We  concur  with  the  appellant  in  the  opinion  that  the  arti- 
cle we  have  copied  from  the  articles  of  association  did  not 
authorize  the  corporation  to  close  its  existence  short  of  eight 
years,  unless  all  stock  was  redeemed  at  its  value.  We  think 
it  clear  that  the  corporation  could  not  dissolve  itself  by  its 
own  resolution  until  that  period  had  expired,  unless  all  the 
share-holders  consented  to  the  dissolution.  The  charter  of 
the  corporation  is  embodied  in  the  articles  of  association,  and 
those  articles  cannot  be  changed  without  the  unanimous  con- 
sent of  share-holders  who  have  vested  rights:  Bergman  v.  8i. 
Paul  eU.  A8$oe.,  29  Minn.  275;  Endlich  Law  of  Building 
Associations,  sec.  479.  We  conclude  without  hesitation  that 
the  resolution  of  July  18th  was  not  effective. 

A  further  question  remains:  Does  the  complaint  entitle  the 
appellant  to  a  receiver?  If  there  are  no  assets  except  those 
which  it  is  proposed  to  distribute  to  the  appellant  and  the 
other  thirty-seven  share-holders  to  whom  money  has  not  been 
advanced,  a  case  is  not  made  for  the  appointment  of  a  re- 
ceiver. Whether  there  are  such  assets  depends  upon  the 
character  of  the  mortgages  taken  for  money  advanced  to 
fihare-holders.  If  the  mortgages  are  regarded  as  made  to  se- 
cure loans  which  those  share-holders  can  be  compelled  to  pay, 
then  there  are  assets  which  should  be  made  available  and  dis- 
tributed. If  Ihey  are  not  loans,  and  not  collectible,  then  there 
are  no  assets  to  be  distributed,  and  there  is  no  necessity  for 
appointing  a  receiver.  To  determine  this  question,  it  is  neces- 
sary to  examine  the  statute  and  the  plan  upon  which  the 
business  was  conducted  under  the  by-laws  of  the  corporation. 
The  statute  provides  that  loans  may  be  made  to  share-holders 
at  a  rale  of  interest  not  exceeding  ten  per  oentum  per  annum; 

Am.  ac  &».»  Vol.  V. — » 
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that  the  money  shall  be  offered  in  open  meeting,  and  awarded 
to  the  ahare^holder  bidding  the  highest  premium.  It  also  pro- 
Tides  that  the  by-laws  shall  prescribe  the  manner  of  award- 
ing loans,  and  the  rate  of  interest:  R.  S.  1881,  sec.  3416. 

Under  the  by-laws  adopted,  this  corporation,  from  the  time 
of  its  organization^  as  the  verified  answer  avers,  pursued  this 
plan:  at  each  monthly  meeting  *^ the  money  in  the  treasury 
was  put  up  at  auction  with  respect  to  preference  in  advance- 
ments, and  whoever  at  such  auction  was  willing  to  make  the 
greatest  discount  to  the  association,  or  to  take  at  the  time  the 
least  amount  of  money  per  share  for  the  interest  that  other- 
wise  he  might  have  at  the  end  of  its  term  in  the  association's 
assets,  —  he  to  continue  to  the  end  of  the  association  in  paying 
the  prescribed  dues  and  interest  upon  his  shares  of  stock  on 
the  sum  recoverable  in  full  of  each  future  payment  of  interest, 
as  authorized  by  sections  1  and  2  of  article  14,  as  amended, 
of  the  by-laws, — was  to  receive  such  money.  The  amount  so 
paid,  provided  he  kept  up  his  dues,  met  such  assessments  as 
aforesaid,  or  paid  out  as  provided  for  in  sections  1  and  2,  as 
amended,  of  article  14  of  the  by-laws,  being  his  absolutely, 
and  he  surrendering  in  consideration  thereof  the  interest  that 
otherwise  he  might  have  received  in  the  said  association  as- 
sets." 

It  is  also  alleged  that  all  the  stockholders  agreed  to  this 
arrangement. 

This  answer  is  by  no  means  a  model  pleading,  for  it  is  con- 
fused and  obscure,  but  we  think  it  shows  with  reasonable 
certainty  that  the  share-holders  all  agreed  that  the  members 
who  took  the  money  and  paid  dues  and  interest,  and  agreed 
to  take  the  modey  advanced  to  them  in  full  for  their  stock, 
should  not  be  required  to  pay  back  the  money  advanced.  Upon 
this  theory,  it  must  be  held  that  there  were  no  assets  for  dis- 
tribution, except  the  money  in  the  treasury  which  the  asso- 
ciation proposed  to  distribute:  Hater  v.  Log  Cabin  etc.  Aasoc.^ 
88  Md.  115;  Endlich's  Law  of  Building  Associations,  sees.  150, 
note,  440,  492. 

We  do  not  decide  what  would  be  the  rule  if  no  such  agree- 
ment had  been  made  as  the  answer  alleges  was  made;  nor  do 
we  decide  what  would  be  the  effect  of  such  an  agreement  not 
acquiesced  in  by  all  the  share-holders.  We  decide  the  case 
made  by  the  record,  and  do  not  go  beyond  it.  All  that  the 
record  requires  us  to  decide  is,  that  as  there  were  no  assets, 
the  appellant  was  not  entitled  to  have  a  receiver  appointed: 
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CoMJi  T.  SddneTf  77  Va.  293,  and  caseB  cited;  Hagerman  y. 
Ohio  BuUding  etc.  Anoe.^  25  Ohio  St  186. 
Judgment  affirmed* 

DiaBOLUTIDH  ifW  BUXLIMDIO  JLVD  LOAV  ASBOCLLTim  SI  OOOlldlMd  In  IIm 

note  upon  tbe  Uw  ooBoening  mioh  anociatioiw  to  Bdmrttoim  t.  Bommhad 
jlAf**,  6e  Am.  Dm.  168^  166L 


Eads  V.  Bbthebfobd. 

[114  ISDIAIIA,  27S.1 

Tix  Lmr  n  vor  Duxbotsd  nob  Tazbi  Jxyalwated  hj  the  neihod  la 

whidi  the  owner*!  name  ie  entered  on  the  tax  daplioate^  eepeoielly  where 

■ooh  error  or  inaooontey  ie  alight. 
TnuMT  nr  Comov  mat  Oompil  CoMTBiBinioH  jbcm  Co-TEKAim  voa 

THSix  SsAai  or  Taxes  rightfully  paid  by  him  npon  aa  entire  tract  of 

land  which  had  deeoended  to  all  aa  heira. 

A.  EUison  and  H.  D.  Thompson^  lor  the  appellant 
F.  A.  Waller  and  E.  P.  Schlater^  for  the  appellees. 

Elliott,  J.  The  appellant  alleges  in  his  complaint  that, 
in  the  year  1865,  Burkett  Eads  died,  the  owner  of  the  real 
estate  in  controyersy;  that  he  left  as  his  heirs  the  appellant 
and  Letha  A.  Retherford;  that,  in  the  year  1874,  Letha  A. 
Retherford  died,  the  owner  of  one  half  the  real  estate  of  which 
Burkett  Eads  had  died  seised;  that  the  land  was  entered  on 
the  duplicate  for  taxation  in  the  name  of  Burkett  Eads's 
heirs;  that  partition  of  the  land  has  neyer  been  made;  that 
the  appellant,  since  1867,  has  been  compelled  to  pay  taxes 
on  the  entire  tract  of  land,  and  to  redeem  from,  tax  sales;  that 
the  amount  paid  by  him  is  $172.55.  Prayer  that  the  plaintiff 
be  adjudged  to  haye  a  lien  on  the  land  for  the  taxes  and  inter- 
est, and  that  his  lien  be  foreclosed,  and  judgment  awarded 
him. 

The  taxes  were  not  inyalidated  by  the  method  in  which  the 
owner's  name  was  entered  on  the  duplicate.  An  error  in  list- 
ing the  taxes  does  not  destroy  the  lien  nor  relieve  the  owner 
from  paying  them.  Persons  who  own  land  are  chargeable 
with  knowledge  that  it  is  liable  to  taxation;  and  if  they  ne- 
glect to  pay  what  they  know  it  is  their  duty  to  pay,  they  can- 
not escape  liability  on  the  ground  of  some  error  or  inaccuracy 
in  naming  the  owners;  at  all  events,  not  upon  such  an  inac« 
curacy  as  that  shown  by  the  complaint.    The  authorities  settle 
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this  question:  Noble  v.  City  of  Indianapolis^  16  lad.  606,  and 
caseB  cited;  Sloan  v.  Sewdl^  81  Id.  180;  Jeftkins  v.  BSm^  84  Id. 
842;  Carr  v.  StaUj  103  Id.  548,  and  cases  cited. 

There  was  therefore  a  valid  lien  against  the  land,  which  the 
appellaot,  as  the  owner  of  an  tinditided  part  of  it,  had  a  right 
to  pay;  and  the  only  qnestion  is,  Can  he  rightfally  call  upon 
his  co-tenants  to  contribute?  The  question  here  is  not,  as 
counsel  suppose,  whether  one  tenant  in  common  can  acquire 
a  title  through  a  sale  of  the  land  owned  in  common  for  taxes, 
but  whether  he  can  compel  his  co-tenants  to  pay  their  share 
of  the  taxes.  The  case  of  Page  ▼.  Webster^  8  Mich.  263, 77  Am. 
Dec.  446,  is  therefore  not  in  point. 

The  general  rtile  undoubtedly  is,  that  one  ten&nt  who  has 
paid  an  encumbrance  may  compel  contribution  from  his  oo* 
tenants:  1  Story's  £q.  Jur.,  sec.  605;  Freeman  on  Co-tenancy, 
sees.  822|  512.  This  is  a  sound  and  salutary  rule,  and  we  can- 
not conceiye  why  it  should  not  apply  to  this  case,  for  the  taxes 
were  a  burden  on  the  land  from  which  it  could  be  relieved  only 
by  payment.  Judge  Cooley  does  apply  the  general  rule  to  such 
cases  as  this,  for  he  says:  ^'  Each  tenant  in  common  is  bound 
to  pay  the  tax  on  his  own  interest;  but  if  one  is  compelled  to 
pay  upon  all,  he  may  charge  the  interest  of  his  co-tenant  witit 
the  proportionate  part  which  such  co-tenant  should  have  paid": 
Cooley  on  Taxation,  2d  ed.,  467. 

It  may  perhaps  be  true  that,  under  our  statute,  the  appel- 
lant might  have  elected  to  pay  the  taxes  on  his  undivided 
half  of  the  land,  but  he  was  not  bound  to  pursue  this  course. 
He  had  a  right  to  pay  all  the  taxes,  and  prevent  a  sale  of  any 
part  of  the  land.  Taking  all  the  sections  of  the  statute  to- 
gether, the  reasonable  constructicm  is,  that  one  to  whom  land 
descends  jointly  with  other  heirs  may  either  pay  the  taxes 
due  on  his  undivided  interest  in  the  land,  or  he  may  pay  all 
the  taxes  and  enforce  contribution.  Either  this  construction 
must  be  adopted,  or  many  clear  provisions  of  the  statute  be 
overthrown.  Section  6321,  Revised  Statutes  1881,  may  be 
taken  as  an  example  of  other  similar  provisions  scattered 
through  our  voluminous  and  conftised  revenue  laws.  In  that 
section  it  is  written:  ''  Each  heir  or  devisee  shall  be  liable  for 
the  whole  of  such  tax,  and  shall  have  a  right  to  reoov^  of 
the  other  heirs  or  devisees  their  respective  proportions  thereof^ 
when  paid  by  him,  and  interest  thereon;  and  the  Ueii  for  the 
proportion  of  taxes  paid  on  the  different  shares  of  the  land 
shall  vest  in  the  person  who  pays  the  taxes."    It  is  very  elear^ 
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thertfore,  thai  nrither  the  statute  nor  the  geoend  nile  of  law 
givee  any  support  to  the  appellee's  elaim  that  the  appellant  is 
a  mere  voUmtesr. 

Whether  the  complaint  does  or  does  not  claim  too  much 
intemet,  or  whether  it  does  or  does  not  claim  for  taxes  barred 
hj  the  statute  of  limitatums,  are  questions  not  presented;  for, 
as  the  oompUint  eeititles  the  plaintiff  to  some  part  of  the  re- 
lief prayedy  and  in  the  form  it  is  demanded,  it  is  sufScient  to 
lepel «  demurrer:  BayUm  ▼.  OUmn^  73  Ind.  6. 

Judgment  reversed. 


OanaALurx  Bee  ostt  to  AipliT.Av^ 

»,  76  A«».  Pia  627-634. 

OtnrnuBornni  sjcrwim  Oo-rorASTi  iob  Tjom  Fimt  Kot»  to  Om%  t.    ^^ 
ITirfMNH  06  Am.  Deo.  767. 


He]7bt  V.  Heeb. 

Taias  QAV  as  No  lUTinoAnoN  of  Forged  Psomi880bt  Hotb  wbioh  can 
bo  bold  Innding  npon  person  whose  name  wm  forged^  in  the  absenoe  of 
•a  estoppel  Ai  jMb,  or  withoat  a  now  ooBsfideiaifcion  for  the  pmnlse. 

BjomeiiTiQH.  -*-  It  Qmb  Wbo  kmaun  to  Aot  as  Aawrr  Sxevs  Ahothzb 
Pabtt's  Namb  under  pretense  or  color  of  aathority,  xatificatioD,  under- 
sfandingly,  either  by  an  express  promise  to  pay  or  by  acoepting  a  chat- 
tel mortjgage  as  indemnity,  woold  be  equivalent  to  previous  authority. 

EAniiaA!noB  Which  thb  Law  IinsBDiOTa  Rblatbs  Oblt  to  Such  Aots 
as  clearly  appear  to  have  been  done  in  violation  of  a  crimiaal  statute^ 
the  motive  of  the  rattfymg  party  being  presumably  the  concealment  of 
the  crime  or  the  suppression  of  its  prosecution. 

Uhadthobizbd  Siqnatubb  to  Notb.  — Whxbb  THi  Act  Katiited  is  or  ait 
AiiBloiroirB  Chabaotbb,  and  may  as  weU  be  attributed  to  a  mistaken 
assumption  of  authority  as  to  a  pnrpoee  to  eosuntt  a  orime^  public  policy 
doea  not  forbid  the  adoption  or  ratifcation  of  the  act;  nor  can  it  be  said 
to  be  without  consideration  where  indemnity  has  been  aocepted. 

R.  OowMT^  H.  L.  Frosty  and  J.  I.  Little^  for  the  appellants. 
/.  F.  McKee  and  D.  W.  McKee,  for  the  appellee. 

Mitchell,  C.  J.  This  was  a  suit  by  Nicholas  Heeb  against 
Henry  Heeb,  John  F.  Schonert,  and  James  D.  Henry,  to  re* 
eoTcr  the  amount  of  two  promi8iM>ry  notes  signed  by  Heeb  and 
Schonert,  who  were  partners,  as  principals,  and  by  James  D. 
Henry  as  surety. 

The  controversy  is  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  appellant 
Henry,  and  relates  exclusively  to  the  note  described  in  the 
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•eoond  paragraph  of  the  complaint,  the  executioii  of  whidi 
Henry  denied  under  oath.  To  the  denial  of  the  latter,  the 
plaintiff  replied,  in  eubstance,  that  the  defendant,  after  hay- 
ing obtained  full  knowledge  that  the  plaintiff  held  the  note  in 
oontroversy,  ratified  and  confirmed  the  same,  and  promised  to 
pay  it,  and  accepted  a  chattel  mortgage  covering  the  partoer- 
ship  property  of  Heeb  and  Schonert,  the  principal  debton,  as 
indemnity  against  any  liability  which  might  exist  on  aoconnt 
of  his  having  become  surety  on  the  note.  This  was  held  to  be 
a  sufficient  reply. 

While  there  was  much  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  the 
signature  of  Henry,  as  it  appeared  on  the  note,  was  his  genu- 
ine  signature,  there  was  also  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  it 
was  not  genuine.  The  extent  to  which  tbe  evidence  went  in 
that  regard  was  to  affirm  the  genuineness  of  the  signature  on 
ths  one  hand,  and  to  deny  it  on  the  other.  There  was  no  evi- 
dence tending  to  incriminate  any  particular  person,  or  directly 
pointing  to  any  one  as  having  perpetrated  the  crime  of  forgery 
in  respect  to  the  appellant's  signature.  Besides,  there  was 
evidence  which  tended  to  show  that  one  of  the  principal 
makers  of  the  note  had,  with  the  appellant's  consent,  filled 
out  blank  notes,  which  had  been  previously  signed  by  the  lat- 
ter as  surety,  and  upon  which  the  firm  subsequently  obtained 
loans  of  money. 

The  appellant  testified  that  he  neither  signed  nor  author- 
ized any  one  to  sign  his  name  to  the  note,  ''to  the  best  of  his 
knowledge." 

There  was  some  evidence  tending  to  show  that  Henry 
recognized  the  validity  of  the  note,  and  his  liability  to  pay 
it,  and  that  he  had  knowledge  of  the  execution  of  a  chat- 
tel mortgage  by  Schonert  in  the  firm  name  to  secure  him 
and  other  creditors  of  the  firm,  and  that  the  note  in  suit 
was  one  of  the  claims  mentioned  in  the  mortgage  as  having 
been  signed  by  Henry  as  surety  for  Heeb  and  Schonert 

Relevant  to  the  issue  made  by  the  plea  of  non  est  factum^ 
and  the  reply  thereto,  and  to  the  evidence  pertaining  to  that 
feature  of  the  case,  the  court  instructed  the  jury,  in  sub- 
stance, that  if  the  appellant,  after  having  obtained  full  knowl- 
edge upon  the  subject  of  whether  or  not  he  executed  the  note, 
ratified  and  confirmed  the  same,  and  promised  to  pay  it,  he 
would  be  liable  for  the  amount  thereof^  The  judgment  was 
favorable  to  the  plaintiff  below.  The  ruling  on  the  demurrer 
to  the  reply,  and  the  giving  the  above  instruction,  are  com- 
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plained  of  as  causes  for  a  reversal  of  the  judgment.  The 
reply  and  the  instruction  present  substantially  the  same 
question. 

It  does  not  appear  that  the  promise  of  the  appellant  in- 
duced the  plaintiff  to  change  his  position  in  any  manner,  or 
that  in  reliance  thereon  he  surrendered  any  right  or  benefit 
whatever.  There  is,  therefore,  no  element  of  estoppel  in  the 
case  as  presented  either  in  the  pleading  or  in  the  instruction 
of  the  court. 

The  appellant  contends  that  a  person  whose  name  has  been 
forged  to  a  note  cannot  ratify  or  adopt  the  criminal  act,  so  as 
to  become  bound,  unless  fSacts  have  intervened  which  create 
an  estoppel,  and  preclude  him  from  setting  up  as  a  defense 
that  his  signature  is  not  genuine.  There  appears  to  be  an 
irreconcilable  conflict  in  the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  last 
resort  on  this  question.  Thus  in  Wellington  v.  Jachson^  121 
Mass.  157,  the  supreme  judicial  court  of  Massachusetts,  fol- 
lowing its  earlier  decisions,  held  that  one  whose  signature  had 
been  forged  to  a  promissory  note,  who  yet,  with  knowledge 
of  all  the  circumstances,  and  intending  to  be  bound  by  it, 
acknowledged  the  signature,  and  thus  assumed  the  note  as  his 
own,  was  bound  to  the  same  extent  as  if  the  note  had  been 
signed  by  him  originally,  without  regard  to  whether  or  not  his 
acknowledgment  amoimted  to  an  estoppel  in  pais:  Greenfield 
Bank  v.  Crafts^  4  Allen,  447;  BarUett  v.  Tucker,  104  Mass. 
836  (341);  6  Am.  Rep.  240.  To  the  same  effect  is  Hefner  v. 
Vandolahy  62  111.  483;  14  Am.  Rep.  106;  Fitzpatrick  v.  School 
Commissioners^  7  Humph.  224;  46  Am.  Dec.  76. 

There  are  other  cases  which,  while  seeming  to  lend  support 
to  the  doctrine  that  a  forged  signature  may  be  ratified,  never- 
theless turn  upon  the  proposition  that  the  holder  of  the  note 
had  in  some  way  acted  in  reliance  upon  the  promise  or  ad- 
mission of  the  person  whose  name  appeared  on  the  note,  or 
that  the  latter  had  received  or  participated  in  the  considera- 
tion for  which  the  note  had  been  given,  and  was  therefore 
estopped  to  deny  the  genuineness  of  his  signature.  Still  other 
decisions  depend  upon  principles  which  distinguish  them  from 
cases  involving  the  doctrine  of  ratification  or  adoption  of  forged 
instruments  purely:  Casco  Bank  v.  Keene^  63  Me.  103;  Forsyth 
V.  Day,  46  Id.  176;  Corser  v.  Paul,  41  N.  H.  24;  77  Am.  Dec. 
753;  Woodruff  V.  Mtmroej  33  Md.  146;  Union  Bank  v.  Middle- 
brook,  83  Conn.  95;  Livings  v.  FtZcr,  32  111.  387;  Commercial 
BarJk  v.  Warren,  15  N.  Y.  577;  Crout  v.  De  Wolf,  1  R.  I.  393; 
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McKenzie  ▼.  Britiih  Linen  Co.,  L.  R.  6  App.  Cas.  82;  Fonnth 
T.  Banta,  6  Biuh,  548. 

It  is  a  well-eBtablished  rule  of  law  that  if  oae,  not  assuming 
to  act  for  hixnsolf,  does  an  act  for  or  in  the  name  of  another 
upon  an  assumption  of  authority  to  act  as  the  agent  of  the 
latter,  even  though  without  any  precedent  authority  whateyer, 
if  the  person  in  whose  name  the  act  was  performed  subse- 
quently ratifies  or  adopts  what  has  been  so  done,  the  ratifica- 
tion relates  back  and  supplies  original  authority  to  do  the  act 
In  such  a  case  the  principal  is  bound  to  the  same  extent  as  if 
the  act  had  been  done  in  the  first  instance  by  bis  previous  au- 
thority, and  this  is  so  whether  the  act  be  detrimental  to  the 
principal  or  to  his  advantage*  or  whether  it  be  founded  in  tort 
or  contract  The  reason  is,  that  there  was  an  open  assumptioQ 
to  aet  as  the  agent  of  the  party  who  subsequently  adopted  the 
act  The  agency  having  been  knowingly  ratified,  the  ratifica- 
tion becomes  equivalent  to  original  authority:  TFOmh  y.  Tutnr 
fnan,  6  Man.  &  G.  236;  Smith  v.  Tramd,  68  Iowa,  488.  8o^ 
if  a  contract  be  voidable  on  account  of  fraud  practiced  on  one 
party,  or  if  for  any  reason  it  might  be  avoided,  yet  if  the  party 
having  the  right  to  avoid  the  contract,  being  fully  informed, 
deliberately  confirms  or  ratifies  it,  even  though  this  be  done 
without  a  new  consideration,  and  after  acts  have  been  done 
which  would  have  released  the  person  aflected,  the  party  thus 
ratifying  is  thereby  precluded  from  obtaining  the  relief  he  oth- 
erwise might  have  had:  WiUiams  v.  Boyd^  75  Ind.  286. 

The  ratification  or  adoption  of  a  forged  instrument,  or  of  a 
contract  which  is  prohibited  by  law,  or  made  in  violation  of  a 
criminal  statute,  involves  altogether  different  principles.    One 
who  commits  the  crime  of  forgery  by  signing  the  name  of 
another  to  a  promissory  note  does  not  assume  to  act  as  the 
agent  of  the  person  whose  name  is  forged.    Upon  principle, 
there  would  seem  to  be  no  room  to  apply  the  doctrine  of  rati- 
fication or  adoption  of  the  act  in  such  a  case.    Where  the  act 
done  constitutes  a  crime,  and  is  committed  without  any  pre- 
tense of  authority,  it  is  difficult  to  understand  how  one  who  is 
in  a  sense  the  victim  of  the  criminal  act  may  adopt  or  ratify 
it,  so  as  to  become  bound  by  a  contract  to  which  he  is  to  all 
intents  and  purposes  a  stranger,  and  which  as  to  him  was  con- 
ceived in  a  crime  and  is  totally  without  consideration.   As  has 
been  well  said,  it  is  impossible  in  such  a  case  to  attribute  any 
motive  to  the  ratifying  party  but  that  of  concealing  the  crime 
and  suppressing  the  prosecution ;  "  for  why  should  a  man  pay 
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money  viiboat  coojsideratioo  when  he  himself  had  been 
wronged,  nnleas  constrained  by  a  desire  to  shield  the  guilty 
party?'' 

The  distinction  made  in  many  well-considered  cases  seems 
to  be  this:  Where  the  act  of  signing  constitutes  the  crime  of 
forgery,  while  the  peiison  whose  name  has  been  fbxged  may  be  es- 
topped by  his  admissione,  upon  which  others  may  have  changed 
their  relations  from  pleading  the  truth  of  the  matter  to  their 
detriment,  the  act  from  which  the  crime  springs  cannot,  upon 
considerations  of  public  policy,  be  ratified  without  a  new  con- 
eideration  to  support  it:  Shisler  y.  Vof^dike,  92  Pa.  St  447;  87 
Am.  Eep.  702;  McHugh  ▼.  County  of  SchuylHU,  67  Pa.  St.  391; 
Workman  y.  Wright,  33  Ohio  St  405;  31  Am.  Bep.  546,  and  note; 
Ow$Uy  ▼.  Philip$j  78  Ey.  517;  Bro^h  v.  Hook,  24  L.  T.  84;  2 
Daniel  on  Negotiable  Instruments,  1851,  1858;  2  Randolph 
on  Commercial  Paper,  sec.  929. 

In  a  case  of  a  known  or  conceded  forgery,  we  are  unable  to 
discover  any  principle  upon  which  a  subsequent  pixHnise  by 
the  peiaon  whose  name  was  fcurged  can  be  held  binding  in 
the  absence  of  an  estoppel  in  pai$j  or  without  a  new  connd- 
eration  tor  the  promise;  Workman  y.  Wright ,  eupra;  Owdey  y. 
fkUipSf  iupra. 

N^withstanding  the  elaborate  argummit  of  conosel,  our  con- 
clasion  is,  that  neither  the  reply  nor  the  instruction  as  applied 
to  the  evidence  in  the  case  before  us  presents  the  question  of 
the  ratification  of  a  forged  instrument. 

The  case  was  contested  upon  the  one  side  cm  the  theory  that 
the  signature  to  the  note  was  the  appellant's  genuine  signa- 
ture. There  was  no  question  of  forgery  involved  in  the  case. 
There  was  no  evidence  pointing  to  the  crime  of  forgery  on  the 
part  of  any  one.  The  question  was,  whether  the  note  had  been 
signed  by  the  appellant,  or  by  some  one  duly  authorized  by 
faim.  For  anything  that  appears  either  in  the  reply  or  in  the 
evidence,  it  may  as  well  be  assumed,  if  the  appellant's  name 
was  not  signed  by  himself,  that  it  was  signed  by  another  un- 
der pretense  g!  authority. 

As  we  have  seen,  if  the  appellant's  name  was  signed  by  some 
one  who  assumed  to  act  as  his  agent,  or  under  pretense  or  color 
of  authority,  ratification,  understandingly,  either  by  an  ex- 
press promise  to  pay,  or  by  accepting  a  chattel  mortgage  as  in« 
demnity,  would  be  equivalent  to  previous  authority. 

The  ratification  which  the  law  interdicts  relates  only  to  such 
acts  as  clearly  appear  to  have  been  done  in  violation  of  a  crim- 
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inal  Btatnte,  the  motive  of  the  ratifying  party  being  preaumably 
the  concealment  of  the  crime  or  the  Buppression  of  its  proee- 
cntion.  Whexe,  however,  as  in  the  present  ease,  the  act  rati- 
fied is  of  an  ambignous  character,  and  may  as  well  be  attributed 
to  a  mistaken  assumption  of  authority  as  to  a  purpose  to  com- 
mit a  crime,  public  policy  does  not  forbid  the  adoption  or  rati- 
fication of  the  act;  nor  can  it  be  said  to  be  without  consideration, 
especially  where,  as  in  the  present  case,  indemnity  has  been 
accepted. 

These  conclusions  lead  to  an  affirmance  of  the  judgment 
Judgment  affirmed,  with  costs. 


Powrn  or  TvaaaAL  to  RATiir  Ckdohal  Act.  — Th«re  are  oerteln  aefei 
wluoh  oannot  be  l^Reliy  delegated  to  an  agent  to  perf  orm,  each  aa  aete  to  be 
done  in  Tiolatkm  of  law,  or  which  would  oontiaYene  pnUio  policy^  and  which 
would  amount  toerimea  against  the  state.    Therefore,  sinoe  such  acta  cannot 
be  lawfolly  delegated,  it  neoessarily  and  logically  follows  that  they  cannot 
as  sneh  illegal  aots,  be  ratified:  Greenhood  on  Pnblio  PoUpyt  210,  rnle  197; 
Meohem  on  Agency,  ed.  1889,  sees.  20  et  seq.,  116;  and  this  mle  is  atrictlj 
In  keeping  with  the  decision  in  the  principal  case.    Bat  in  the  application  of 
any  general  rale  to  the  specific  crioie  of  foigery,  there  is  an  apparentlj 
irreconcilable  conflict  of  authority;  we  say  apparently,  because  there  are 
comparatiTely  few  oases.    Thoee  cited  in  tiie  principal  case,  in  the  note  to 
Workman  v.  Wrighlf  31  Am.  Rep.  549,  and  in  this  note,  constitute  nearly,  if 
not  all,  the  important  cases  of  Talue  upon  this  subject^  in  which  the  exact 
question  indicated  has  been  considered;  and  in  addition,  this  apparent  con- 
flict  is  confined  to  a  much  more  limited  number  of  caseSi  vis.,  to  those  in 
which  there  is  no  argument  of  the  principles  involved,  but  simply  bare  dido. 
Outside  of  these  last,  there  is  no  irreconcilable  conflict  as  to  the  law.     In  the 
several  states,  where  there  has  been  a  sufficient  argument  of  the  questioa  to 
discover  what  principles  the  court  has  considered  to  have  been  involved,  we 
find  the  weight  of  authority  to  be  that  one  whose  name  has  been  forged  caa 
ratify  the  act  so  aa  to  be  hdlden:  fftfner  v.  Vandolah,  62  DL  483;  14  Am. 
Rep.  106;  Commercial  Bank  v.  Warren^  15  K.  Y.  577;  Cravenea  v.  OUiSan,  63 
Mo.  28;  Dow'9  Mh^r  v.  8pennf*§  ISx'r,  29  Id.  886;  Harper  v.  Deoene,  10  La. 
Ann.  724;  WeUingion  v.  Jackaon,  121  Mass.  157;  Foraythe  v.  BotOa,  6  Bush, 
547;  and  also  in  other  states,  whose  decisions  are  hereinafter  specially  noted. 

la  England,  Brooke  v.  Hook,  L.  R.  6  Ex.  89,  31  Am.  Rep.  550,  which  is  a 
leading  case  and  decides  that  a  forgery  is  incapable  of  ratification,  has  not, 
so  &r  as  we  can  ascertain,  been  directly  overruled;  although  in  McKensie  ▼. 
BrUUh  Linen  Co.,  6  L.  R.  App.  0.  82,  while  the  court  refused  to  hold  that 
there  was  a  ratification  where  the  holder  of  forged  paper  had  not  been  in- 
duced  to  alter  his  position  by  reason  of  the  silence  or  admissions  of  the  party 
whoee  signature  was  forged,  yet  it  held  that  a  person  could  not,  when  he 
knew  that  his  signature  was  forged,  stand  by  and  permit  a  bank  to  alter  its 
position  to  its  injury;  but  the  court  (Id.  99)  says:  "I  wish  to  guard  against 
being  supposed  to  say  that  if  a  document  with  an  unauthoriaed  aignatnre 
was  uttered  under  such  circumstances  of  intent  to  defraud  that  it  amounted 
to  the  crime  of  forgery,  it  is  in  the  power  of  the  person  whose  name  was 
forged  to  ratify  it  so  aa  to  make  a  defense  for  the  forger  against  a  criminal 
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charge;  I  do  not  think  he  coold.  But  if  the  person  whoee  name  wia  need 
withoat  aothoirity  chooeea  to  ratify  the  act,  even  though  known  to  be  a 
crime,  he  makee  himself  civilly  responsible  just  as  if  he  had  originallj  an« 
thoriaed  it.  It  is  qnite  immaterial  whether  this  ratification  wak  mado  to  a 
penon  who  seeks  to  avail  himself  of  it  or  to  another.**  Dr.  Wharton,  in  hi* 
work  on  agency,  section  71,  while  declaring  the  rule  that  a  principal  may 
ratify  a  forgery  of  his  name,  says:  "I  state  this  conclnsion  with  soma  heai- 
tation ";  and  refers  to  Brocike  ▼.  ^ool^  siipra,  as  affording  a  ground  for  hia 
donbts;  bat  in  support  of  the  rule,  that  learned  writer  in  the  same  seotioin 
adds  the  following:  "But  what  is  a  forgery?  No  doubt  if  it  is  patent  that 
when  a  signature  is  knowingly  fabricated  with  intent  to  defraud,  and  this  is 
found  by  the  jury,  a  court  must  judicially  pronounce  the  case  to  be  forgery. 
But  how  can  this  be  predicated  of  a  case  in  wliich  the  person  whose  signa- 
ture is  said  to  be  forged  adopts  such  signature  as  his  own?  In  such  a  caae^ 
would  it  be  possible  to  ezdude  the  doubt  whether  the  supposed  forger  may 
not  have  believed  that  he  was  or  would  be  recognized  as  authorised  to  Bign» 
-  and  if  so  believing,  could  he  be  held  guilty  of  forgery?  And  in  any  view, 
can  we-  preclude  a  par^  from  saying,  '  My  name  was  signed  with  the  inten* 
tion  of  benefiting  me.    I  adopt  the  act' ?" 

In  Btfner  v.  VamMah,  62  DL  483, 14  Am.  Bep.  106,  where  the  defendant'a 
name  was  attached  to  a  note  as  surety  without  his  authority,  but  afterwards 
it  waa  shown  to  him  and  he  admitted  the  signature  to  be  his,  it  was  held 
that  he  wsa  estopped  from  denying  the  execution  of  the  note;  and  the  court 
Bsid  in  that  case  that  the  same  rule  should  apply  '*  as  in  the  case  of  the  adop- 
tion  or  ratification  of  an  ordinary  act  of  assumed  agency;  that  the  form  of  the 
signature  not  bearing  any  indication  of  the  fact  of  its  being  made  by  another 
hand  does  not  prevent  the  person  whoee  name  ia  placed  on  the  note  from  be« 
ing  legally  holden,  upon  proof  that  the  rignatnre  was  previously  anthoriaed, 
or  subsequently  adopted."    This  case  was  dirtingnished  from  that  where  the 
admission  is  made  under  a  mistaken  belief  that  the  signature  wsa  genuine, 
since  here  the  acts  and  admissions  were  made  ''after  a  careful  examination 
of  the  note  and  time  taken  for  consideration,  with  full  knowledge,"  by  the 
defendant^  that  the  signature  was  not  in  his  handwriting.    But  the  court 
limited  the  question  in  the  case  to  the  only  one  of  whether  the  defendant 
ratified  or  adopted  his  forged  signature  on  the  note,  although  the  point  waa 
raised  by  counsel  that  the  admissions  of  defendant  must  be  of  such  a  char- 
acter as  to  constitute  an  estoppel  in  pais,  having  the  element  of  actual  dam- 
age from  delay  occasioned  by  the  misleading  character  of  his  acts.     Workman 
V.  Wright,  83  Ohio  St.  405,  31  Am.  Bep.  646,  is  seemingly  opposed  to  the 
last  cascb  and  decides  that  a  mere  promise  to  pay  a  forged  note,  when  such 
promise  is  given  by  the  supposed  maker  of  the  note  without  any  new  consid- 
eration, and  after  the  promisee  has  acquired  the  note,  is  not  binding.    The 
distinction  is  apparent,  however,  between  these  two  cases;  in  the  former, 
there  were  circumstances  which  the  court  declared  estopped  the  defendant; 
in  the  latter,  in  addition  to  the  fact  that  there  were  "no  circumstances  to 
create  an  estoppel,  there  was  no  consideration  for  the  promise,"  since  the 
owner  of  the  note  had  in  no  way  changed  his  itatu*  by  reason  of  the  defend- 
ant's admissions;  and  it  also  appeared  that  the  defendant  "had  signed  a 
note^  and  when  the  one  in  suit  was  shown  him  said  he  would  pay  it,  suppos- 
ing it  to  be  the  one  he  had  signed,"  thereby  coming  within  the  very  distinc- 
tum  made  in  the  former  case  as  to  admissions  made  under  a  mistaken  belief. 
These  cases,  therefore,  do  not  conflict;  but  are  both,  so  far  as  they  go,  reoon- 
dlable  with  the  majority  of  caees  upon  the  main  question  oonsidered  in  thia 
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A  dktiaitm  it  oiftdt  in  the  prineipd  otae  betwMii  the  ratiflwtion  of  a 
<orgtd  imtiHiiwnt  and  the  ntificBtioa  of  tfaa  act  of  an  agent;  a fnrtlMr  dia- 
tinotiaii  ia  alao  mada  batwaen  oaaaa  of  f ovgery  where  mere  aatoppel  ariaea  by 
leaaoa  of  otbam  haTing  changed  their  poaition  on  account  of  tiie  admiaaiona 
and  thoaa  oaaaa  of  a  ratification  of  the  aet  itaelf  from  which  the  crime 
apriagib  aaaartiqg  that  in  the  latter  caae  there  mnat  be  a  new  ccoaideFation; 
or  in  brief,  that  where  there  ia  a  known  forgery,  there  mnat  be  either  an 
eatoppel  la  jHitt  or  a  new  eooaidaration,  to  make  a  aabaeqoent  promiae  bind- 
ing  npen  the  pemon  whoae  name  ia  forged.  Xhia  ia  in  keeping  with  what  ii 
eaid  in  Mechem  on  Agency,  ed.  1889,  aec  116,  which  ia  aa  followa:  ''Bat 
whatever  may  be  w^garded  aa  the  true  role  in  the  abatimct^  it  ia  certain  that 
the  piiaeipel  may,  mpen  diaoovery  of  the  forgery,  ao  pondnct  himaelf  aa  by 
faiiniMii^t  the  paper  to  be  taken  upon  the  atrength  of  hia  aaaertion  aa  to  ita 
or  by  indncing  the  holder  to  change  hia  peaition,  or  intermit 
remedial  preeeeding  npon  aaaoFanoa  of  ita  validity  or  a  promiae  of 
protection,  er  fineially,  by  remaining  ailent  aa  to  ita  inTalidity,  when  in 
eqni^  and  good  conaoianoe  he  oaght  to  have  apoken,  aa  to  eati^  himadf 
Iran  aaaartag  that  it  ia  not  binding  npcn  him." 

This  queation  reedyee  iteelf,  then,  i^to  civil  nndertakioga  and  undertake 
inga  to  aappraaa  the  erima  Die  Utter  would,  in  all  oaaea,  be  void:  Medwrn 
on  Agency,  ed.  1880,  aec  110;  SiOtrw.  rgndOse,  92  T%.  St.  U7i  87Am.  Bep. 
702.  The  former,  or  dvil  nadertakii|gi»  reaolve  themaelvea  into  caae^  —  1. 
Where  the  act  done  ia  a  aMve  nnanthoriaed  act»  which  ia  not  illogal  and 
againat  public  policy,  or  which  ia  amo^g  thoae  acta  which  could  have  been 
delegated  in  the  firat  plaee;  2.  Whera,  aa  ia  atated  in  the  piincipal  caae, 
there  haa  bean  an  eate^el  ki  pais  againat  the  principal,  or  a  new  conaidera- 
tion,  for  in  both  theae  inatanoea  there  may,  by  the  weight  of  American  au- 
thority, be  a  ratification:  Meohem  on  Agency,  ed.  )880,  eec  116;  Cormr  v. 
Paul,  41  N.  H.  Si,  and  caaea  anU,  So  where  there  ia  a  fozged  indoraement 
of  the  payee'a  titles  a  dedaratinn  by  the  maker  that  the  note  ia  right  npon 
ita  being  pveaanted  to  him,  after  it  waa  tranaferred  to  a  aubaeqaent  indocaecb 
doea  not  eatop  the  maker  from  aetting  np  the  defenae  of  forgery  of  the  in- 
doraement; but  it  would  be  otherwiae  if  the  declaration  were  made  before 
the  tranaf er,  and  auch  indoieee  ahould  take  the  note  upon  the  faith  of  auch 
deoUuation:  Lamuier  v.  BaUmU.  7  Gill  4  J.  468;  28  Am.  Dea  238.  But 
there  ia  "  no  eett^pel,  nnlem  the  plaintiff  changed  hia  poaition  for  the  worse 
in  juat  relianee  npon  what  the  defendant  aaid":  Smith  v.  Tramel^  68  Iowa, 
488;  400.  Though  where  the  dafendanfa  name  had  been  foiged  aa  aurety  on 
a  note,  and  on  being  ahown  the  note  by  the  owner  be  admitted  that  the  sig- 
aatnze  waa  genuine  and  promiaed  to  pay  the  note^  auppoaing  that  be  had 
aigned  it,  and  the  owner  waa  thua  indnced  to  forbear  auit  until  the  maker 
became  inaolventk  it  waa  held  that  the  defendant  waa  eatopped  from  aetting 
np  that  hia  aignatnre  waa  forged:  Mtidd  v.  JfottAnat,  70  Ky.  470;  and  where 
one,  aaanming  to  act  aa  agent  for  a  mercantile  houae  of  which  he  waa  a  clerk, 
aigned  a  note  with  the  firm'a  name^  adding  "p.  pw.  B.  A,  Searle," — ^hia  own 
name,  — and  it  waa  thereafter  ahown  to  the  defendant^  who  waa  a  member  of 
the  firm,  who  aaid  it  waa  all  right  and  he  would  have  it  to  pay,  and  in  addi- 
tion took  the  note  and  corrected  ita  date^  thia  waa  held  a  ratification  of  the 
aignatnre  of  the  note:  Harper  v,  Dmem,  10  La.  Ann.  724-  So,  in  Carter  v. 
Paml,  41  H.  H.  24,  it  waa  held  that  where  the  holder  of  a  note  haa  been  led 
to  alter  hia  poaiticn,  to  hia  injury,  by  the  atatement  that  a  foi^ged  aignatnre 
ia  genuine,  then  the  ailenoe  of  a  party  to  whom  a  note  waa  shown  which  pur- 
ported to  have  hii  aignatnre,  and  accompanied  with  a  request  to  pay  it» 
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W0M  0t^  miA  party  fftn  daiyimg  Ouit  the  ilgnatoM  waa  Ui.  But  th* 
rmtifioatiMi^  to  be  Undag»  mwdy  ui  tki«  as  in  otbor  ^ues  of  ratitaifcioB,  be 
made  with  fnli  knowledge  of  the  facts:  Htf}ier  v.  Vandohh,  62  HL  483;  14 
Am.  Rep.  100.  The  oaeea  of  CravenM  y.  OilUlan^  63  Mo.  28,  and  JPini  NaiUmat 
Bank  </  TrenUm  ▼.  Oay,  63  Id.  33,  decide  thut  if  one's  name  has  without  his 
Mithority  been  plaeed  Qpon  a  note,  he  may  ratify  tiie  same,  and  that  no  new 
or  md^endent  consideration  is  necessary;  bat  there  waa  no  eridence  of  bad 
faith  in  eith»  of  the  cases;  they  are  therefore  to  be  diatingnished  from  a 
case  where  the  ratifier's  name  has  been  forged;  and  the  oourt  (Id.  40) 
declares  that  the  Pennsylvania  case  of  McHugk  y.  Comtyt  67  Pa.  St  391, 
and  cases  therein  cited,  have  no  application,  since  they  only  hold  that  there 
can  be  no  raitificatioa  withoat  a  new  consideration,  where  the  original  act 
was  mtdajide;  and  in  WMngUm  ▼.  Jadomm,  121  Mass.  107,  cited  in  the  prin- 
cipal case,  it  is  declared  that  there  may  be  such  ratification  of  forged  paper, 
althoa^^  the  pzindpal's  admissions  do  not  amoont  to  an  estoppel  ki  pak;  the 
qneetion  of  new  consideration  was  not  ooosidered. 


Lane  v.  Sohlemmeb. 

rU4  IvntAVA,  296.] 

Wbxbi  AYXBxmT  XH  GoxPiiADrT  TO  Quht  TnxM  xs  tbat  Pladititv 
Owns  TBI  Fm  nf  the  land  in  oontroYersy,  bat  does  not  speeifieally  set 
f oiih  his  title,  the  law  deekree  that  he  owns  the  entire  estate  abeo- 
Intely. 

T^^AitTtTgn  WOMAK    U    BSIOPPXD    VHOM    DlNTINO    HXB    PoOTiyB    RXPRB- 

SSHTATIONS  Madb  TO  A  MoRTaAOBB,  who^  acting  in  good  faith,  and  hav- 
ing no  knowledge  that  the  facts  stated  are  nntrae,  is  indnced  by  thoee 
repieesntatieBs  to  take  a  mortgage  upon  her  real  estate. 

"DUKUB. — Ab  AQAZHflT   BoMA  FiDB    InsOKWI    OT  NoTB    AND    HOLBBR    OF 

MoBiOAOi^  Mabrxkd  Woman  is  Estofpsd  from  showing  that  her  hns- 
band,  acting  in  coUnsion  with  the  original  mortgagee,  ezerdsed  duress, 
and  thereby  obtained  her  sigtiatare  to  a  negotiable  note,  and  the  mort- 
gage to  secore  same,  as  well  as  to  an  affidavit  containing  material  repre- 
seotatioQS  affecting  the  mortgage  on  which  the  indorsee  relied  in  good 
laitl^  although  the  truth  may  be  shown  against  the  original  mortgagee. 
No  Ebrob  nr  Rxrusnio  Trial  bt  JintT  in  Suit  Pitrblt  ov  Equitablb 
CoONCBANCi;  soch  as  action  to  cancel  a  note  and  mortgage. 

Jftf.  E.  Clodfitter^  /.  A.  Lindhfy  wnd  J,  V,  Maxedon^  for  the 
appellant* 

O.  D.  BwUy^  tor  the  appellee. 

Btjuton,  J.  The  flmt  paragraph  of  the  appellant'e  com- 
pkdiit  alkfea  that  ehe  owns  the  land  in  eentf^eireirBy  in  fee; 
that  the  ejeecnted  a  note  and  mortgage  to  James  M<  Jamison; 
that  she  nndertook  therdn  as  sntety  for  her  hnsband,  Bamnel 
Lane;  that  she  was  then  a  muried  woman,  and  received  no 
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part  of  the  oonaideration  for  which  the  note  and  mortgage 
were  ezecnted.  Prajer  that  the  mortgage  be  canceled  and 
her  title  quieted. 

The  second  paragraph  is  Bubstantially  the  same  as  the  first, 
except  that  it  sets  out  specifically  the  title  of  the  appellant. 

The  third  paragraph  alleges  that  the  appellant  is  tbe  owner 
in  fee  of  the  land  in  dispute,  and  that  she  derived  it  through 
her  first  marriage;  but  it  is  not  averred  how  she  derived  title. 

The  theory  of  all  the  paragraphs  of  the  complaint  is,  that 
the  mortgage  was  void,  because  it  was  executed  to  secure  the 
debt  of  her  husband.  Had  the  third  paragraph  of  the  com- 
plaint averred  that  all  the  title  she  had  was  vested  in  her  aa 
the  widow  of  her  husband,  a  very  difierent  question  would  be 
presented:  MeCuUough  v.  DaviSy  108  Ind.  292.  But  this  it 
does  not  do;  on  the  contrary,  it  is  expressly  averred  that  she 
is  the  owner  in  fee,  and  this  implies  that  she  owns  the  whole 
estate  absolutely.  Where  a  plaintiff  avers  that  he  owns  the 
land  in  fee,  without  specifically  setting  forth  his  title,  the  law 
declares  that  he  owns  the  entire  estate:  Indiana  etc.  Ry  Co.  v. 
Allen,  113  Id.  581. 

The  theory  of  the  third  paragraph  of  the  complaint,  as  well 
as  of  all  the  others,  plainly  is,  that  the  plaintiff  owns  the  whole 
estate  in  the  land,  and  that  the  mortgage  which  she  seeks  to 
have  canceled  was  void,  for  the  reason  that  it  was  executed 
to  secure  the  debt  of  her  husband.  By  this  theory  tbe  appel- 
lant is  bound,  and  upon  it,  as  we  understand  counsel's  argu- 
ment, they  staQd:  Mescall  v.  Tully,  91  Ind.  96,  and  cases 
cited;  Western  Union  Telegraph  Co.  v.  Reed,  96  Id.  196  (198); 
First  National  Bank  v.  Root,  107  Id.  224;  Greeny.  Groves,  109 
619  (622). 

There  is  a  general  statement,  indefinite  in  form  and  vague 
in  meaning,  in  the  third  paragraph  of  the  complaint,  that  the 
appellant  was  induced  to  execute  the  mortgage  through  '*  fear 
of  trouble  and  personal  violence  at  the  hands  of  her  hus- 
band ";  but  this  mere  general  conclusion  cannot  control  the 
pleading,  for  pleadings  are  not  judged  by  detached  sentences; 
on  the  contrary,  they  are  judged  by  their  general  scope  and 
effect:  Neidejer  v.  Chastain,  71  Ind.  363  (367). 

The  third  paragraph  of  the  appellee's  answer  pleads  these 
material  facts:  The  appellee  is  the  owner  of  the  mortgage, 
having  purchased  it  of  tbe  mortgagee  in  good  faith  and  for 
value.  The  note  and  mortgage  were  executed  for  personal 
property  sold  to  the  appellant.    She  made  and  delivered  t» 
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the  appellee's  indorser  an  affidavit  stating  tbat  she  executed 
the  note  and  mortgage  to  pay  for  the  property  she  proposed 
to  buy  of  him;  he  relied  on  this  affidavit,  and  her  representa- 
tions that  she  was  the  purchaser  of  the  property,  and  that  the 
note  and  mortgage  were  executed  for  her  sole  use  and  benefit, 
and  not  as  the  surety  of  her  husband.  The  indorsee  of  the 
appellee  believed  the  facts  to  be  true,  had  no  knowledge  to 
the  contrary,  and  relied  entirely  on  the  appellant's  repre- 
aentations. 

This  answer  is  good.  The  representations  of  the  appellant 
as  to  the  fact  that  she  was  the  purchaser  of  the  personal  prop- 
erty, and  that  the  note  and  mortgage  were  executed  to  pay  for 
the  property  thus  purchased  by  her,  estop  her  from  denying 
the  truth  of  those  facts.  If  the  note  and  mortgage  were  exe- 
cuted by  her  to  pay  for  property  purchased  by  her,  then  they 
are  valid;  and  that  they  were  so  executed  she  cannot  deny. 
The  representation  is  not  as  to  her  capacity, — not  that  at 
all, — but  as  to  the  character  of  the  contract.  We  need  not, 
however,  further  discuss  this  question,  for  it  has  been  fully 
discussed  and  expressly  decided  in  recent  cases:  Ward  v. 
Berkshire  Life  Ins.  Co.y  108  Ind,  801;  Rogers  v.  Union  Cent. 
Life  Ins.  Co.,  Ill  Id.  843. 

We  agree  with  the  appellant's  counsel  that  a  married 
woman  is  not  estopped  by  the  mere  form  or  recitals  of  her 
contract:  Cupp  v.  Campbdlj  103  Ind.  213.  But  that  rule  has 
no  application  here,  for  the  answer  does  not  put  the  defense 
upon  the  recitals  of  the  contract.  The  defense  is  put  upon 
the  positive  representations  made  by  the  appellant,  and  upon 
which  the  mortgagee  had  a  right  to  rely.  We  do  not  hold 
that  mere  representations  will  estop  a  married  woman;  but  we 
do  hold  that  where  they  are  acted  upon  in  good  faith  by  the 
person  to  whom  they  are  made,  and  who  has  no  information 
that  would  lead  him  to  believe  they  are  not  true,  they  will 
estop  her.  If  made  to  one  who  knows  that  they  are  not  true, 
or  to  one  who  is  chargeable  with  that  knowledge,  they  will  not 
have  the  effect  of  an  estoppeL  Where,  however,  to  permit  the 
married  woman  to  deny  what  she  has  positively  affirmed 
would  operate  as  a  fraud  upon  one  who  has  acted  in  good 
faith,  she  will  be  held  to  be  estopped.  It  may  be  that  a  mere 
silence  when  she  should  speak  will  not  create  an  estoppel;  but 
where  she  makes  positive  representations,  and  thus  misleads 
one  who  acts  in  good  faith,  an  estoppel  will  arise.  Mr.  Kelly, 
in  the  note  to  27  Am.  Law  Reg.  nO,  52  (Rogers  v.  Union  Cent. 
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Zt/tf  In$.  Co.,  supra),  cites  many  cases  fully  supporting  this 
doctrine. 

The  second  paragraph  of  the  reply  is  addressed  to  the  third 
paragraph  of  the  answer,  and  contains  these  allegations:  Thai 
the  appellant,  at  the  time  the  note  and  mortgage  were  exe* 
cuted,  was  a  married  woman;  that  they  were  executed  to  se* 
cure  the  separate  debt  of  her  husband;  that  they,  as  well  aa 
the  affidavits,  were  not  voluntarily  executed  by  her,  but  they 
were  procured  by  fraud  and  duress;  that  James  M.  Jamison 
fraudulently  colluded  with  her  husband  to  procure  her  signa* 
ture  to  the  affidavit,  the  note,  and  the  mortgage;  that  they 
agreed  between  themselves  that  the  sale  of  the  property  should 
in  reality  be  to  her  husband,  Samuel  Lane,  and  that  the  pos- 
session of  the  liquors,  saloon,  and  fixtures  should  be  taken  by 
Samuel  Lane,  and  that  be  should  compel  his  wife,  the  appel- 
lant, to  sign  the  affidavit,  note,  and  m^gage;  that  they  both 
knew  that  she  was  opposed  to  saloons,  or  anything  connected 
with  the  liquor  business,  and  that  she  would  not  sign  the 
papers  unless  through  fear  and  compulsion;  that  Jamison 
knew  that  her  husband  was  in  the  habit  of  getting  drunk; 
that  when  he  was  under  the  influence  of  liquor  he  was  a  vio- 
lent and  dangerous  man,  and  that  when  in  such  condition  the 
person,  and  even  the  life,  c€  the  appellant  would  be  in  danger 
should  she  refuse  to  sign  the  papers;  that  her  husband  and 
Jamison,  in  order  to  indnce  her  to  sign  the  papers,  caused 
them  to  be  prepared;  that  after  they  were  prepared,  Jamison 
furnished  Lane  with  liquor,  and  caused  him  to  become  thor- 
oughly intoxicated;  that  while  Lane  was  in  that  condition 
they  took  the  papers  to  the  appellant,  and  in  the  presence  of 
the  notaiy  public  demanded  that  she  shotdd  sign  them;  that, 
knowing  the  disposition  of  her  husband  when  intoxicated,  and 
knowing  that  if  she  refused  to  comply  with  his  demand  she 
would  endanger  her  life,  she  did,  through  fear  of  personal  vio- 
lence, sign  the  affidavit,  note,  and  mortgage. 

We  have  no  doubt  that  if  the  note  and  mortgage  were  etill 
in  the  hands  of  James  M.  Jamison,  the  reply  would  be  good. 
If  a  man  colludes  with  the  husband  to  secure  from  the  wife  a 
representation,  whether  in  the  form  of  an  affidavit  or  in  any 
other  form,  he  cannot  insist  that  the  wife  is  estopped  from 
showing  that  the  reprcMntation  was  not  true:  KdUr  v.  Orr^ 
106  Ind.  40& 

The  difficulty  in  the  case  arises  oat  of  the  fact  that  the  ap> 
pellee,  Sohlemmer,  is  the  &ona  fide  indorsee  of  the  note.    U 
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is  a  note  negotiable  by  the  law  merchant,  and  as  a  general  rule 
Buch  notes  are  protected  against  defenses  while  in  the  hands 
of  a  good-faith  holder.  The  question  is,  whether  the  case  be- 
fore us  is  within  the  rule.  The  effect  of  the  representations 
made  by  the  appellant  would,  in  ordinary  cases,  be  to  estop 
the  maker  of  a  promissory  note  from  defeating  it  in  the  hands 
of  one  who  acquired  it  without  notice,  for  value,  and  before 
maturity.  If  these  representations  do  not  estop  the  appel- 
lant, it  must  be  for  the  reason  that,  as  she  was  a  married 
woman,  the  case  is  not  within  the  general  rule. 

Our  conclusion  is,  that  she  must  be  held  bound  by  the  estop- 
pel. It  must  be  known  to  her  as  a  matter  of  law  that  a  prom« 
issory  note,  negotiable  under  the  law  merchant,  is  a  subject  of 
commerce,  and  may  be  freely  bought  and  sold.  Knowing 
this,  ohe  must  also  know  that  if  she  makes  a  solemn  and  de- 
liberate representation  in  the  form  of  an  affidavit  as  to  the 
contract  out  of  which  it  springs,  that  representation  may  be 
used  to  induce  persons  to  purchase  the  note  she  executes. 
This,  added  to  the  fact  that  our  statute  expressly  provides 
that  a  married  woman  may  be  bound  by  an  estoppel  in  pais^ 
Beems  to  close  the  question  against  the  appellant.  Nor  is  this 
all,  for  it  has  been  often  decided  that  she  may  execute  a  prom- 
issory note  for  property  purchased  by  her,  and  that  ability  to 
contract  is  now  the  rule,  and  disability  the  exception:  Arnold 
V.  Englemanf  103  Ind.  512;  Bamett  v.  Harshbarger^  105  Id. 
410;  McLead  v.  ^tna  Life  Ins.  Co.,  107  Id.  894;  Chandler  v. 
Spencer,  109  Id.  653;  Sosa  v.  Praiher,  103  Id.  191;  Bmnett  v. 
Mattinglyy  110  Id.  197;  Indiana  etc.  R'y  Co.  v.  AUen,  tupra. 

It  is  not  to  be  forgotten  that  the  representation  upon  which 
the  appellee  acted  was  not  as  to  the  appellant's  capacity  to 
contract,  but  as  to  the  character  of  the  contract  itself.  The 
law  fixes  her  capacity,  but  she,  by  her  sworn  statement,  fixed 
the  character  of  the  contract.  When  she  fixed  the  character 
of  the  contract  the  law  entered  and  fixed  her  liability.  As 
she  gave  character  to  the  contract  by  a  solemn  and  deliberate 
statement,  she  cannot  be  allowed  to  say,  as  against  a  man 
who  has  acted  in  good  faith,  that  her  contract  was  not  what 
she  swore  it  was.  If  the  person  who  acquired  the  note  acted 
in  bad  faith,  or  had  notice,  then,  doubtless,  she  would  not  be 
bound;  but  unless  he  had  notice,  or  did  act  in  bad  faith,  she 
is  bound.  This  principle  is  illustrated  by  the  case  of  Gardner 
V.  Ca$e,  111  Ind.  494,  where  it  was  held  that  a  married 
woman  is  bound  by  a  mortgage  executed  under  duress  ezer- 

Am.  St.  BBF.,  Vok  V.  —40 
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died  by  the  hoaband,  but  of  which  the  mortgagee  had  no 
Qotioe. 

Oar  statute,  as  we  have  indicated,  greatly  enlarges  the 
powers  of  a  married  woman.  She  is  invested  with  the  power 
of  contracting  to  almost  as  great  an  extent  as  a  feme  sole. 
The  common-law  rule  as  to  estoppel  cannot  therefore  apply  to 
contracts  under  our  statute.  The  law  upon  this  point  is  well 
settled.  Mr.  Kelly  says:  ^^In  proportion,  therefore,  as  the  en-* 
abling  statutes  have  removed  a  married  woman's  disabilities, 
her  capacity  to  be  bound  by  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  is  en- 
larged."  Cases  illustrating  this  general  rule  are  cited  by  the 
author:  Contracts  of  Married  Women,  122.  Another  author 
says:  "The  general  rule,  as  we  have  seen  it  laid  down,  is,  that 
the  doctrine  applies  to  ti  ferns  covert  only  to  the  extent  of  her 
capacity  to  work  an  estoppel;  i.  e.,  she  must  be  authorised  to 
act  in  and  about  the  matter  involved":  Harrison  Contracts 
of  Married  Women,  sec.  559.  In  our  state  this  capacity  is 
limited  only  to  specific  classes  of  contracts;  for,  as  we  have 
said,  the  statute  confers  upon  her  the  right  to  execute  evi- 
dences of  indebtedness  for  property  bought  by  her,  and  under 
the  rule  stated,  this  would  of  itself  be  sufficient  to  allow  an 
estoppel  to  operate  against  her  in  such  a  matter  as  that  here 
in  controversy.  But  the  statute  goes  much  further,  for  it  ex- 
pressly declares  that  a  married  woman  "shall  be  bound  by  an 
estoppel  in  paia^  like  any  other  person":  B.  S.  1881,  sec  5117. 

There  was  no  error  in  refusing  a  trial  by  jury,  as  a  suit  to 
oancel  a  note  and  mortgage  is  purely  of  equitable  cognisance: 
Vosi  V.  EUer,  109  Ind.  260. 

The  special  finding  of  facts  makes  a  much  stronger  cane 
against  the  appellant  than  the  pleadings  do^  and  as  we  have 
discussed  all  the  questions  there  presented,  no  further  diBcos- 
sion  is  necessary. 

Judgment  affirmed.  

DoonuvB  or  Esrorm  Afplus  to  Mabhticd  Woimr  in  most  of  tbo 
■tatM  where  tfaey  haye  been  given  extended  property  rights:  Ormukaw  ▼. 
/nfton,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  719,  and  oases  in  note  724.  In  Wethenbe$y.  Farrar^ 
97  N.  0.  10e»  it  is  held  that  nnless  there  is  an  element  of  frand  in  the  deda> 
rations  and  oonduot  of  a  married  woman,  she  oannot  be  estopped  by  a  ooa- 
traot. 

TuAL  BT  Jury  hat  bb  BnrraED  nr  Equitt  Oin:  See  notes  to  Lm  ▼• 
nObtem,  S6  Am.  Deo.  e2^  sad  ^M  A.  £r.  Cb.  ▼.  Ato«^  4S  UL  1S6  si  seq. 
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BUTLBB   UnITEBSITT  V.   SOOONOVEB. 

(U4  ImaAirA,  I8LJ 

Cta0€BATi(ni--GiB!niiOAnik---To  Oohbrtuti  SiooKBou>n»  Sam  Sovi 
€V  SuBbauraov  oe  Oohthiot  d  Bequzru^  whereby  the  rabeeriber 
obteine  the  rights  upon  eome  ooDditioii,  to  denumd  etodc  end  to  ezennie 
the  lights  of  a  etockhelder.  Bat  it  ie  not  ewential  that  a  eertifioate 
•hoald  haye  iasaed  in  order  to  create  the  reUtion  of  etockholderf  pro- 
Tided  a  oontraet  to  tUie  stock  had  been  duly  made,  or  provided  the 
rightii  privileges,  and  emolnments  of  a  stockholder  had  been  enJoyed» 
with  the  oonaent  of  the  oorporatioo. 

Eon>  «o  A  CoBPOBATKui  u  KumTif  TAcnru  which  assomes  that  the  obligor 
had  subscribed  for  the  corporation's  stock,  sad  that  the  subscription 
piioe,  which  he  had  retained  as  a  loan,  and  for  which  the  bond  waa 
giren,  waa  the  consideration  of  his  contract  to  pay,  when  it  appears 
that  he  had  never  subscribed  for  nor  received  any  stock,  and  that  he 
had  not  in  any  other  manner  acquired  any  right  to  be  recognised  as 
stockholder,  and  had  never  acted  as  such. 

QnjoQB  D  HOT  EarroPFXD  vbom  DDnmro  that  Hb  d  a  Stookboldir  bt 
BaorrAL  xh  a  Bom)  that  he  "has  retained  of  his  subscription  .... 
the  snm  of  ...  •  being  the  amount  of  his  subscription,  as  a  loan,"  al- 
though this  recital  mi^^t  be  evidence  that  a  subscription  of  some  kind 
had  been  made. 

Wbstbib  Ohi  Bsoombi  a  8togkh0ldxb  bt  Mbbxlt  MAKDra  ▲  Sumobif- 
noH  for  stock  in  a  corporation  depends  upon  the  terms  of  his  contract 
and  the  charter  of  the  corporation,  and  whether  the  subscription  was 
made  as  preliminary  to  the  oigimiiatiofn  or  after  it  was  vnder  way,  for 
stock  thereafter  to  be  issued. 

J7.  W.  ChoMj  F.  8.  Chase,  F.  W.  Ohate^  H.  Speedy  and  0.  B. 
Jame$onj  for  the  appellant. 

F.  B.  Everett^  for  the  appeUeeg. 

MiTOHXLL,  C.  J.  On  the  fifth  day  of  Septemher,  1866, 
SoooDoyer,  as  principal,  and  Morehouse,  as  surety,  delivered  a 
written  contract,  duly  signed  by  them,  to  the  Northwestern 
Christian  University.  It  was  recited  therein  that  Scoonover 
had  retained  two  hundred  dollars  of  his  subscription  to  the 
stock  of  the  university,  as  a  loan  made  to  him  by  the  corpo- 
ration of  so  much  of  its  endowment  fund,  agreeably  to  the 
provisions  of  its  charter,  which  authorized  it  to  give  preference 
to  the  subscribers  to  its  stock  as  borrowers.  The  obligors 
joinilf  and  severally  agreed  to  pay  interest  on  the  amount  of 
the  loan  at  the  rate  of  six  per  cent  per  annum  in  advance, 
and  in  the  event  of  their  failure  to  pay  the  interest  according 
to  the  agreement,  or  in  case  they  should  thereafter  fail  to  give 
such  further  security  as  the  board  of  directors  of  the  univer- 
sity should  at  any  time  require,  the  principal  sum  was  to  be- 
oome  due  and  payable. 
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The  complaint  alleged  that  SooonoTer,  on  the  day  upon 
which  the  contract  Bued  on  bears  date,  sabscribed  for  two 
Bhares  of  one  hundred  dollars  each  of  the  capital  stock  of  the 
university,  and  that  he  retained  the  whole  amount  of  his 
Bubscription  as  a  loan  from  the  university,  and  executed  the 
obligation  sued  on  as  evidence  thereof,  with  Morehouse  as 
surety. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  name  of  the  university  had  since 
been  changed,  and  that  default  had  been  made  by  Scoonover, 
in  that  he  had  failed  and  refused  to  pay  any  interest  since 
November  1,  1879. 

Upon  an  issue  that  the  contract  had  been  executed  without 
any  consideration  whatever,  the  cause  was  tried  by  a  jury, 
who  returned,  in  a  special  verdict,  substantially  the  following 
facts:  They  found  that  the  bond  had  been  duly  executed,  but 
that  Scoonover,  "  at  no  time  before  or  after  the  execution  of 
said  bond,  subscribed  for  any  stock  in  the  Northwestern  Chris- 
tian University."  They  found,  further,  that  no  stock  had  ever 
been  issued  to  Scoonover;  that  he  never  acted  as  a  stock- 
holder, nor  received,  owned,  or  controlled  any  stock;  and  that 
he  never  received  anything  as  a  consideration  for  the  execu- 
tion of  the  bond  sued  on. 

The  court,  over  the  appellant's  motion  for  judgment  in  its 
favor,  gave  judgment  for  the  defendants  below  on  the  special 
verdict  so  returned.  The  propriety  of  this  ruling  involves  all 
there  is  in  the  case. 

The  appellant  contends  that  the  bond  or  contract  sued  on 
was,  in  effect,  a  Bubscription  to  the  stock  of  the  university,  and 
that  hence  the  finding  of  the  jury  that  Scoonover  never  had 
subscribed  for  nor  received  a  certificate  for  any  stock|  and  that 
he  never  acted  as  a  stockholder,  nor  owned  or  controlled  any 
stock,  and  that  he  never  received  any  consideration  for  the 
bond,  is  immaterial.  This  position  is  not  sustainable.  Of 
course,  the  fact  that  no  certificate  of  stock  was  issued  is  of 
itself  of  no  consequence.  It  is  not  essential  that  a  certificate 
should  have  issued  in  order  to  create  the  relation  of  stock- 
holder, provided  a  contract  to  take  stock  had  been  duly  made^ 
or  provided  the  rights,  privileges,  and  emoluments  of  a  stock- 
holder had  been  enjoyed,  with  the  consent  of  the  corporation. 

The  theory  upon  which  the  complaint  proceeded  was,  that 
Scoonover  had  subscribed  for  two  shares  of  one  hundred  dol- 
lars each  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  university,  and  that^ 
instead  of  paying  his  subscription  in  money,  he  had  simply 
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retained  the  amount  as  a  loan,  in  consideration  of  which  he 
executed  the  bond  sned  on,  with  Morehouse  as  surety.  If  this 
theory  had  l>een  sustained,  whether  a  certificate  had  been  is« 
sued  or  not,  Scoonover,  upon  payment,  at  least,  if  not  before, 
would  have  had  some  rights  in  the  corporation  which  it  would 
have  been  bound  to  recognize. 

The  jury  found,  and  the  evidence  sustains  the  finding,  of 
tends  to  sustain  it,  that  Scoonover  never  subscribed  for  any 
stock.  Never  having  subscribed  for  any  stock,  there  was,  of 
course,  no  consideration  for  the  bond,  unless  in  some  way  he 
received  stock  or  acted  or  was  recognized  as  a  stockholder. 
The  jury  expressly  negative  each  and  all  of  these  propositions. 
They  return  that  the  defendant  never  subscribed  for,  nor  re* 
oeived,  owned,  or  in  any  manner  controlled,  any  stock,  and 
that  he  received  no  consideration  whatever  for  the  bond.  Fan^ 
mng  v.  Inturanee  Co.,  87  Ohio  St.  839,  41  Am.  Rep.  517,  was 
m  suit  by  an  insurance  corporation  upon  a  note  for  three  thou- 
sand dollars,  and  to  forecloea  a  mortgage  given  as  a  security 
therefor.  It  appeared  that  the  defendant  had  verbally  agreed 
to  take  three  thousand  dollars  in  stock,  and  had  given  the 
note  and  mortgage  in  suit  in  payment  therefor.  In  the  ab- 
sence of  proof  that  the  maker  of  the  note  had  subscribed  for 
stock,  so  as  to  be  entitled  to  the  rights  and  privileges  of  a 
stockholder,  or  that  she  had  received  stock,  or  that  she  had  in 
some  other  way  estopped  herself,  it  was  held  that  her  contract 
was  a  nudum  pctctum.  The  doctrine  of  the  case  is  unquestion- 
ably sound,  and  weD  supported  by  authority.  It  is  decisive 
of  the  present  case. 

It  does  not  appear,  in  the  case  before  us,  that  there  was  even 
an  oral  agreement  to  subscribe  for  stock.  The  recitals  in  the 
bond,  and  the  whole  case,  assume  that  Scoonover  had  sub- 
scribed for  stock,  and  that  the  subscription  price  was  the  con« 
sideration  of  his  contract  to  pay.  When,  therefore,  it  appeared 
that  he  never  had  subscribed  for  stock,  nor  in  any  other  man- 
ner acquired  any  right  to  be  recognized  as  a  stockholder,  in  the 
event  of  payment  of  the  bond,  it  became  entirely  clear  that  his 
contract  was  without  consideration.  Although  it  may  be  true 
that  a  binding  contract  of  subscription  to  the  stock  of  a  cor- 
poration, unless  the  statute  or  articles  of  association  provide. to 
the  contrary,  may  be  made,  without  actually  signing  a  formal 
subscription  paper  or  stock-book,  in  any  manner  that  the  sub- 
scriber and  corporation  clearly  manifest  their  purpose  to  enter 
into  a  contract  whereby  the  relation  of  stockholder  of  the  cor- 
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porate  stock  is  to  result, — yet  there  musty  in  every  ease,  be 
some  sort  of  subscription  or  contract,  whereby  the  subscriber 
obtains  the  right,  upon  some  condition,  to  demand  stock,  and 
to  exercise  the  rights  of  a  stockholder. 

Contracts  for  membership  in  a  corporation  are  not  different 
in  their  essential  elements  from  other  contracts.  There  must 
be  contracting  parties,  whose  minds  mutually  assent  to  some 
proposition,  and  whose  agreement  creates  corresponding  obli- 
gations between  the  parties:  1  Morawetz  on  Corporations,  sees. 
44, 62.  As  a  matter  of  course,  if  one  manifests  his  intention  to 
become  a  stockholder  in  a  corporation  by  some  overt  act,  and 
with  the  consent  of  the  corporate  body  assumes  the  dutiee  and 
accepts  the  privileges  of  a  share-holder,  he  may  be  estopped 
thereafter  from  denying  his  liability  as  such:  Hawl^  v.  Up- 
e<m,  102  U.  S.  814;  Sanger  v.  UpUm^  91  Id.  66;  NugerU  v.  £«- 
jMfVisors,  19  Wall.  241 ;  Cook  on  Stock  and  Stockholders,  sec.  52. 

The  special  verdict  in  the  present  case,  however,  goes  to  the 
full  extent  of  showing  that  the  minds  of  the  parties  never 
mutually  assented  to  any  contract  of  subscription,  or  to  an 
agreement  to  take  or  deliver  corporate  stock,  for  it  finds  that 
Scoonover  never  subscribed  for  any  stock,  that  he  never  in 
any  manner  acted  as  a  stockholder,  and  that  he  received  no 
consideration  whatever  for  the  bond  sued  on. 

How  can  it  be  said  that  such  a  finding  would  support  a 
judgment  upon  a  complaint  which  distinctly  charges  that  the 
consideration  of  the  bond  sued  on  was  the  subscription  price 
of  two  shares  of  stock? 

It  is  said,  however,  that  the  recital  in  the  bond  that  Scoon- 
over was  a  stockholder  estopped  the  appellees  from  denying 
that  fact.  However  that  might  be  in  the  event  the  bond  con- 
tained such  a  recital,  it  is  enough  to  say  the  only  basis  for  the 
proposition  is  the  recital  that  Scoonover  "  has  retained  of  his 
subscription  for  two  shares  of  capital  stock  ....  the  sum  of 
two  hundred  dollars,  being  the  amount  of  his  subscription,  as 
a  loan.''  While  this  recital  might  well  have  been  regarded,  in 
the  absence  of  countervailing  evidence,  as  sufficient  proof  that 
a  subscription  of  some  kind  had  been  made,  it  was  not,  with- 
out more,  conclusive,  either  upon  the  corporation  or  Scoonover, 
that  the  latter  was  a  stockholder.  The  recital  was  in  no  sense 
contractual,  but  was  a  mere  statement  of  the  consideration  of 
the  bond,  and  was  in  no  sense  different  in  effect  than  would 
be  a  recital  in  a  promissory  note  or  other  contract  for  the  pay- 
ment of  money,  concerning  the  consideration  upon  which  it 
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was  executed.  Whether  one  who  Bubscribes  for  stock  in  a 
corporation  becomes,  by  the  mere  fact  of  making  the  subscrip- 
tion, a  stockholder  therein,  depends  upon  the  terms  of  his  con- 
tract and  the  charter  of  the  corporation,  and  whether  the 
snbacription  was  made  as  preliminary  to  the  organization,  or 
after  it  was  onder  way,  for  stock  thereafter  to  be  issued:  1 
Morawets  on  Corporations,  sees.  46,  61;  Clark  v.  ConeitMntoI 
etc.  Co.,  57  Ind.  185;  Lake  Ontario  Shore  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Curtise^  80 
N.  Y.  219. 

The  jury  do  not  find  that  any  calls  were  paid  on  subscrip- 
tion to  the  stock.  What  they  find  is,  that  interest  was  paid 
on  the  bond  in  suit 

As  before  observed,  the  turning-point  in  the  special  finding 
Ib,  that  it  distinctly  negatives  the  issuable  fact  tendered  by 
the  complaint  that  there  had  been  a  subscription  to  the  stock 
of  the  university.  All  that  appeared  in  evidence  tending  to 
show  a  subscription  was  the  recital  contained  in  the  bond  sued 
on;  and  while  this  was  some  and  might  well  have  been  re- 
garded as  sufficient  proof  of  a  subscription  of  some  kind,  it 
was  neither  a  subscription  in  itself,  nor  was  it  conclusive  evi- 
dence that  a  subscription  had  been  made. 

What  the  rights  of  the  corporation  would  have  been  in  case 
it  had  tendered  the  stock  alleged  to  have  been  subscribed  for, 
before  the  bringing  of  the  suit,  and  whether,  in  that  event,  a 
plea  of  no  consideration  for  the  bond  would  have  been  avail- 
able, and  supported  by  the  evidence,  we  need  not  now  decide. 

It  is  inferable  that  the  bond  sued  on  was  not  executed  until 
years  after  the  corporation  was  organised,  and  the  fact  must 
not  be  ignored  that  subscriptions  to  stock,  before  or  in  the  pro- 
cess of  organiring  a  corporation,  and  agreements  to  take  stock 
in  an  existing  corporation,  stand  on  an  entirely  different  foot- 
ing. 

Judgment  affirmed,  with  costs. 
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CSATTEL  MonOAOB.— Dxvn    OF   THS    MOBTOAIHm   FaXD   BT  TBM   ICOBT- 

aion  KUIV  Bi  loBNTHiXD,  eitlier  by  the  petitioii  itelf  or  by  ovideneo 
bMedon  ptopar  aTermontt,  at  being  the  nme  debts  at  those  daooribed 
in  the  mortgage;  otherwiae  no  reoo^ery  can  be  had  against  the  a—ignoe 
of  the  mortgsgor  whioh  would  giro  the  mortgagee  a  preferenoo  over 
other  oraditon.  The  lien  or  aeoority  oontinnee  ao  long  as  the  debt  is 
ahown  to  be  the  same  aa  that  deaoribed  in  the  mortgage. 
Obattil  Movtoaob — Impubd  Aobbbmbbt  to  Aoooubt  ioib  Pboobdm 
ov  SalBt — It  will  be  presamed,  vntil  the  oontrary  appeara,  that  a  mort- 
gagor who  is  permitted  to  retain  pooaeaaion  of  and  acdl  moai^gaged  ohat- 
tela  does  aonndar  an  agreement  to  aoooontaa  the  agent  of  the  morlgagee, 
and  the  prooeeda  will  be  regarded  aa  applied  to  the  liquidation  of  the 
mortgage  debti  whether  they  have  been  aotnaUy  paid  over  or  not^  I^ 
however,  it  appeara  that  there  waa  an  vndaratanding  that  the  moH^gagor 
waa  not  to  aooonnt^  bnt  that  he  might  deal  with  the  propat'^  to  all  in- 
tonts  and  poiposas  aa  if  it  were  hia  own,  aa  iBfaranoo  of  fiBiid  anai 
whibh  rendera  the  mortgage  void. 

W.  R  8iole$f  for  the  appellants. 
O.  W.  StubbB^  for  the  appellee. 

MrrcHXLLi  C.  J.  On  the  twenty-first  day  of  April,  1884, 
James  L.  Sailors,  being  the  owner  of  a  stock  of  dry  goods, 
boots,  shoes,  hats,  caps,  etc.,  in  Thomtown,  Boone  County, 
Indiana,  executed  a  chattel  mortgage,  covering  the  stock 
above  described,  to  his  brother,  Hamilton  M.  Sailors,  of  Eo- 
komo,  Indiana.  It  was  recited  in  the  mortgage  that  the  mort- 
gagor was  indebted  to  the  mortgagee  in  the  sum  of  seventeen 
hundred  dollars,  evidenced  by  a  promissory  note  dated  Janu- 
aiy  1, 1883,  for  twelve  hundred  dollars,  and  by  standing  guar- 
anty of  twelve  hundred  dollars  to  Byram,  Cornelius,  &  Ca, 
of  the  city  of  Indianapolis;  and  that  if  the  mortgagor  should 
well  and  truly  pay  the  note  at  maturity,  and  save  the  mort- 
gagee harmless  from  the  guaranty,  then  the  mortgage  was  to 
be  void.  The  mortgage  contained  a  further  stipulation  to  the 
effect  that  the  mortgagor  should  retain  possession  of  the  prop- 
erty mortgaged  until  the  note  and  guaranty  became  due,  and 
that  he  would  not  remove  the  property  from  the  place  where 
it  then  was,  "  except  the  necessary  eiales  to  be  made  in  carry- 
ing on  said  business  of  selling  goods."  The  mortgage  was 
duly  recorded. 

On  the  4th  day  of  May  following,  the  mortgagor,  finding 
himself  in  failing  circumstances,  made  a  voluntary  assign- 
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ment  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors.  Pending  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  matter  of  the  assignment,  the  mortgagee  filed 
an  intorening  petition  in  the  Boone  circuit  court,  in  which  he 
set  forth  that  there  was  due  him  from  the  assignor  the  sum  of 
|l|451.96y  for  which  amount  he  claimed  priority  over  the  gen- 
end  creditors  on  account  of  the  chattel  mortgage  above  men- 
tionedy  a  copy  of  which  was  filed  with  his  petiti<m.  The 
petitioner  alleged  in  his  petition  that  $900.62  of  the  amount 
for  which  he  claimed  a  preference  had  been  paid  by  him  in 
taking  up  nine  promissory  notes,  which  he  had  theretofore 
signed  as  the  surety  of  the  assignor,  to  Byram,  Cornelius,  & 
Co.,  and  that  he  had  paid  $292.35  to  the  same  parties  on  an 
account  due  from  the  assignor,  for  the  payment  of  which  he 
had  become  bound  by  a  written  guaranty.  It  was  further 
alleged  that  the  petitioner  had  paid  $258.98  to  Butterworth  A 
Co.,  of  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  as  surety  for  the  assignor. 

The  petitioner  alleged  that  the  mortgage  was  a  valid  lien  on 
the  goods  assigned  to  secure  the  repayment  to  him  of  the  sev- 
eral sums  above  mentioned,  and  he  adced  an  order  of  the  court 
directing  payment  by  the  assignee  accordingly. 

The  appellants  were  admitted,  upon  their  own  application 
as  creditors  of  the  assignor,  to  defend  against  the  claim  for 
preference. 

Issue  was  taken  upon  the  petition  of  the  intervenor  by  a 
general  denial  filed  by  the  appellants. 

The  court  allowed  the  petitioner's  claim  in  Ml,  and  ordered 
it  paid  out  of  the  general  fund,  substantially  as  prayed  in  the 
petition. 

The  evidence  shows  without  dispute  that  the  mortgagee,  as 
surety  for  the  mortgagor,  paid  nine  notes  of  one  hundred  dol- 
lars each  to  Byram,  Cornelius,  A.  Co.  It  shows  with  equal 
certainty  that  he  paid  $258.98,  as  surety,  to  Butterworth  & 
Co.;  and  also  a  debt  of  $292.35  due  to  Byram,  Cornelius,  & 
Co.,  for  which  he  was  liable  on  the  written  guaranty  men- 
tioned in  the  petition. 

The  infirmity  in  the  appellee's  case  is,  that  neither  in  the 
petition  nor  in  the  evidence  do  any  of  the  above-mentioned 
debts,  except  the  one  last  described,  appear  to  have  any  rela- 
tion to  or  connection  with  the  debt  or  guaranty  described  in 
the  mortgage. 

The  purpose  of  a  mortgage,  ordinarily,  is  to  secure  some 
debt  owing  by  the  mortgagor  to  the  mortgagee,  or  to  indem- 
nify the  latter  against  liability  or  loss  on  account  of  some 
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engagement  of  the  former  for  which  the  latter  may  have  be- 
come bonnd. 

While  literal  accuracy  in  describing  the  debt  Becured  or  the 
condition  upon  which  the  mortgage  is  to  become  void  is  not 
required,  it  is  essential  that  the  character  of  the  debt  and  the 
extent  of  the  encumbrance  should  be  defined  with  such  rea- 
sonable certainty  as  to  preclude  the  parties  from  substituting 
other  debts  than  those  described,  thereby  making  the  mortgage 
a  mere  cover  for  the  perpetration  of  fraud  upon  creditors:  Pet" 
tUxme  V.  OritwMj  4  Conn.  158;  10  Am.  Dec  106;  1  Jones  on 
Mortgages,  sec.  70. 

As  has  been  seen,  the  condition  of  the  mortgage  in  the  pres- 
ent case  was,  that  the  mortgagor  would  pay  a  promissory  note 
of  twelve  hundred  dollars  due  the  mortgagee  in  one  year  from 
January  1, 1888,  and  save  him  harmless  from  a  standing  guar- 
anty for  twelve  hundred  dollars  to  Byram,  Cornelius,  A  Co. 
Conceding  that  the  description  as  found  on  the  face  of  the 
mortgage  is  abundantly  sufficient,  it  is  not  perceived  how, 
without  extraneous  evidence,  it  can  be  deemed  to  embrace  the 
notes  paid  to  Byram,  Cornelius,  &  Co.,  or  the  other  debt  to 
Butterworth  &  Co. 

For  anything  that  appears,  either  in  the  petition  or  evidence, 
the  debts  paid  may  have  no  relation  whatever  to  or  connection 
with  the  guaranty  or  note  described  in  the  mortgage.    It  may 
be  true,  as  the  appellee  asserts  the  fact  to  be  in  his  brie^  that 
the  consideration  of  the  twelve-hundred-dollar  note  is  in  some 
way  related  to  the  debts  paid  by  the  mortgagee,  but  until  the 
fact  is  made  to  appear  in  some  legitimate  way,  it  cannot  be 
assumed.    There  is  no  doubt,  in  case  proper  averments  to  that 
end  have  been  made  in  a  complaint,  but  that  extraneous  evi- 
dence is  admissible  to  explain  the  consideration  of  the  debt  or 
condition  in  a  mortgage,  or  in  case  of  ambiguity  to  identify 
and  apply  the  condition  to  the  subject-matter;  but  in  the  ab- 
sence of  explanatory  averments  and  proof,  the  court  may  not 
assume  that  debts  which  in  no  way  correspond  with  those  de- 
scribed are  within  the  terms  or  security  of  the  mortgage.    It 
would  be  altogether  useless  to  require  that  the  debts  for  which 
the  mortgage  is  to  stand  as  security  be  described,  if  other 
claims  bearing  no  sort  of  resemblance  to  those  specifically 
set  forth  could  be  regarded  as  covered  by  the  mortgage,  with- 
out evidence  showing  their  relation  to  the  mortgage:  Bramhall 
V.  Flood,  41  Conn.  68;  Doyle  v.  WhUe,  26  Me.  341;  45  Am.  Dec. 
110;  StorxM  v.  Storms^  8  Bush,  77;  1  Jones  on  Mortgages,  sees. 
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845,  878.  Of  coorae,  this  does  not  mean  that  the  form  of  a 
debt  seonred  by  a  mortgage  may  not  be  changed,  ot  that  snch 
a  change  impairs  the  lien  of  a  mortgage:  Shuey  v.  LattOf  90 
Ind.  186. 

Whatever  transmutations  the  debt  may  undergo,  so  long  as 
it  is  shown  to  be  the  same  debt  as  that  described  in  tho 
mortgage,  the  lien  or  security  continues.  The  judgment  in 
the  present  case  must  be  reversed  because  it  was  not  shown 
that  the  debt  sued  for  was  the  debt  described  in  the  mort* 
gage. 

As  has  been  seen,  the  mortgagor  was  authorized  by  tho 
terms  of  the  mortgage  to  retain  the  possession. of  the  prop* 
erty  mortgaged,  with  authority  to  sell  at  retail  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  trade.  There  was  no  agreement,  so  far  as  appears, 
that  the  proceeds  should  be  applied  to  the  liquidation  of  the 
mortgage  debt,  nor  is  there  anything  to  show  an  agreement  or 
understanding  that  the  mortgagor  might  use  the  proceeds  for 
his  own  benefit. 

It  cannot  be  judicially  inferred  from  a  stipulation  such  aa 
that  above  referred  to,  without  more,  that  the  mortgage  was 
made  with  fraudulent  intent:  F%$her  v.  SyferSj  109  Ind.  614. 

It  was  disclosed  by  the  evidence  that  the  mortgagor  re- 
mained in  possession  of  the  stock  for  about  two  weeks  after 
the  execution  of  the  mor1|;age,  retailing  goods  as  he  had 
done  before.  It  did  not  appear  what  had  been  done  with  the 
proceeds  of  the  goods  sold,  nor  did  it  appear,  as  has  been  ob- 
served, that  there  was  either  an  express  or  implied  agreement 
that  the  mortgagor  should  apply  them  to  his  own  use.  The 
appellants  insist  that  the  mortgage  must  be  adjudged  fraudu- 
lent as  against  the  mortgagor's  creditors,  in  the  absence  of  an 
affirmative  showing  that  the  mortgagor  either  agreed  or  was 
required  to  account  for  the  proceeds  of  sales  made  while  he 
remained  in  possession.  This  conclusion  does  not  necessarily 
follow. 

The  question  of  fraudulent  intent  is  a  question  of  fact,  and 
not  of  law.  Therefore,  until  the  contrary  appears,  it  will  be 
presumed  that  a  mortgagor  who  is  permitted  to  retain  posses- 
sion of  and  sell  mortgaged  chattels  does  so  under  an  agree- 
ment to  account  as  the  agent  of  the  mortgagee,  and  the  proceeds 
will  be  regarded  as  applied  to  the  liquidation  of  the  mortgage 
debt,  whether  they  have  been  actually  paid  over  or  not:  HilU 
T.  StoctuM  eie.  Co.^  28  Fed.  Bep.  482;  Bracked  v.  Harvey^  91 
N.  Y.  214. 
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This  it  the  limit  to  which  presumptionfl  in  faTor  of  good 
faith  will  be  carried,  onder  section  4924,  Revised  Statates, 
1881. 

Such  an  agreement,  if  made,  is  not  opposed  to  the  proper  and 
legitimate  idea  and  purpose  of  a  chattel  mortgage.  It  accom- 
plishes the  purpose  of  the  mortgage  by  converting  the  property 
into  money  for  the  liquidation  of  the  debt,  through  the  agency 
of  the  mortgagor. 

I^  however,  it  aflSrmatively  appears  that  there  was  no  agro» 
ment  to  account,  and  the  mortgagor  is  permitted,  either  by  an 
express  or  implied  agreement  with  the  mortgagee  to  continue 
in  possession,  with  the  right  to  sell  the  property  and  appropri- 
ate the  proceeds  to  his  own  use,  the  transaction  will  be  r^arded 
as  a  fraud  upon  creditors,  and  void:  Simthard  v.  Bennsr^  72 
N.  Y.  424. 

Although  a  mortgage  may  be  valid  on  its  face,  if  it  appears 
that  there  was  a  secret  agreement  or  implied  understanding 
that  the  mortgagor  might  continue  to  sell  the  property  as  his 
own,  with  the  right  to  support  himself  and  family  out  of  the 
sales,  without  accounting  for  the  proceeds,  such  an  arrange- 
ment or  understanding  is,  in  effect,  a  secret  trust  for  the  benefit 
of  the  mortgagor,  and  is  void  as  to  creditors,  within  the  terms 
of  section  4921,  Revised  Statutes,  1881:  Andenon  v.  PaUenon^ 
64  Wis.  667;  Bannan  v.  Bowler j  84  Minn.  416;  Oreenebawn  v. 
Wheeler^  90  111.  296.  A  secret  trust  being  thus  established,  fraud 
becomes  an  inference  of  law:  Wihon  v.  SvUivanf  68  N.  H.  260. 

A  debtor  cannot  convey  real  estate  or  transfer  personal 
property  to  another,  to  be  held  either  wholly  or  in  part  upon  a 
secret  trust  for  his  own  benefit:  Moore  v.  Wood^  100  HI.  451; 
LuHns  V.  Airdj  6  Wall.  78;  Flunkett  v.  Hunketty  114  Ind.  484. 

A  duly  recorded  chattel  mortgage,  given  to  secure  an  honest 
debt,  even  though  it  contains  a  stipulation  authorizing  the 
mortgagor  to  retain  possession  and  sell,  will  not  be  presumed 
fraudulent  as  against  creditors;  and  therefore,  until  the  con- 
trary is  shown,  the  law  will  intend  an  agreement  that  the 
mortgagor  should  sell  as  the  agent  of  the  mortgagee,  and  ac- 
count to  him  for  the  proceeds.  If,  however,  it  appears  that 
there  was  an  understanding  that  the  mortgagor  was  not  to 
account,  but  that  he  might  deal  with  the  property  to  all  in- 
tents and  purposes  as  if  it  were  his  own,  an  inference  of  fraud 
arises,  which  renders  the  mortgage  void.  Such  an  under- 
standing may  appear  by  proof  of  an  oral  agreement,  or  it  may 
be  inferred  from  the  fact  that  the  mortgagor  made  sales  of  the 
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property  and  used  the  proceeds,  with  the  knowledge  of  the 
mortgagee,  without  being  asked  or  required  to  account. 

So  far  as  is  disclosed  by  the  evidence  in  the  present  case,  it 
does  not  appear  that  the  mortgagor  applied  any  part  of  the 
proceeds  of  sales  made  to  his  own  use,  or  that  there  was  any 
agreement,  either  expressed  or  implied,  that  he  might  do  so. 
It  was  not  shown,  therefore,  that  the  mortgage  was  fraudulent 
as  against  creditors. 

The  judgment  must  be  reversed,  however,  for  the  reasons 
already  given. 

Judgment  reversed,  with  costs. 


CEAITSL    MoBTOAOB    AUTHOROUfO    MOBTOAOOB  TO  RbMADT  DT 

flioir,  and  to  aell  or  otherwise  deal  with  the  mortgaged  property  as  hii  owb» 
ia  Ihuidiileat  and  void:  See  Bonaidy  t.  Ckmvenef  aaiUf  p.  240L 


Gabyin  V.  Daussman. 

[114  IKBIAIIA,  4201] 

IfovmFAL  OoKraRAnomi  ^  AsBBumBPraB.  —  Obdoi ahoi  n  UiicoiitfUTU- 
mnuXii  and  laeks  the  eaaential  element  of  ** dne  prooeH  of  law,"  when 
it  antfaoriaaa  an  aaaenment  againat  property,  but  makee  no  provision  for 
notloe,  and  affordi  the  owner  no  opportunity  to  be  heard  oonceming  the 
conectness  of  the  assessment,  llie  notioe  and  hearing  required  by  the 
eonstitiition  need  only  be  adapted,  however,  to  the  natore  of  the  assess* 
mflttt  prc^osed. 

PiooBminroB  iob  Sxbbbt  Impbovxhxnts  BBQvras  Konmi  avd  Hbabzno 
to  warrant  the  imposition  of  a  oharge  by  "  dne  process  of  law,"  where 
the  ooet  of  such  improvement  is  to  be  apportioned  among  those  bene- 
fited. 

TiuDirr  OF  OBDraAiroB.  — Autrouoh  No  Pbovibioh  d  Mabb  iob  Nomn 
jQn>  Hbabino  in  piooeedings  for  street  improvements  by  either  the 
charter  of  a  city,  or  an  ordinance  enacted  thereunder,  yet  if  nnder  the 
ordinance  in  question  the  assessment  could  only  be  enforced  by  proceed- 
ings similar  to  those  in  foreclosing  mortgages  where  notice  would  be  re- 
quired and  an  ample  opportunity  be  afforded  for  inquiring  f uUy  into  the 
legality  and  amount  of  the  assessment,  such  ordinance  is  valid. 

PBOvmov  nf  Onr  Chabtbr,  that  Mbbb  Iniobmalitixs  nr  MAKnro  A»- 
«8B8BMBirr  SHALL  CoNsnTUTB  NoDbtbnsb,  deprives  the  property  owner 
of  no  substantial  rights,  and  does  not  affect  the  merits  of  the  proceed- 
ings under  which  improvement  was  completed,  but  only  refers  to  tech* 
aioal  or  formal  objections. 

Q.  A.  CwMiinghamf  for  the  appellant 

MiTCHiLL,  C.  J.    Jacob  Daussman  and  Henry  Alezaader, 
ptttaen  under  tiie  firm  name  of  Jacob  Daussman  ft  Coui  oom- 
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phdned  of  Thomas  B.  Garvin,  and  alleged  that  they  had  been 
awarded  the  contract  for  the  improvement  of  a  certain  street 
in  the  dty  of  Evanaville,  which  improvement  it  is  averred 
had  been  regularly  orderedy  and  the  contract  therefixr  dnlj 
let,  by  the  common  council  of  the  city.  The  plaintifil 
chimed  that  they  had  fully  executed  their  contract  and  oom- 
pleted  the  improvement,  and  that  the  cost  thereof  had  been 
duly  estimated,  apportioned,  and  assessed  as  the  law  requires* 

It  is  averred  that  the  defendant  is  the  owner  of  a  certain 
tract  of  real  estate  abutting  upon  the  improvement,  and  that 
his  proportion  of  the  cost  thereof^  according  to  the  assessment 
made  by  the  common  council,  amounted  to  $79.36,  which  sum 
remained  unpaid,  and  for  which  a  precept  had  been  duly  issued 
to  the  plaintiffs  on  the  twentieth  day  of  November,  1885.  The 
proceedings  of  the  common  council  are  exhibited  with  the  com- 
plaint. Prayer  for  a  judgment  and  for  the  foreclosure  of  the 
lien  allowed  by  law. 

Demurrer  to  the  complaint  was  overruled,  after  which  there 
was  a  trial  upon  an  issue  made  by  the  general  denial.  There 
was  a  finding  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  judgment  according  to  the 
prayer  of  the  complaint. 

The  city  of  Evansville  derives  its  existence  as  a  munici- 
pality from  a  special  charter  or  law  enacted  by  the  legislature 
in  the  year  1847.    Section  58  of  that  law  makes  provision  for 
the  improvement  and  repair  of  streets.    It  is  enacted  therein, 
among  other  things,  that  the  cost  of  street  improvements  may 
be  assessed  and  charged  upon  all  lots  or  parcels  of  land  front- 
ing on  the  part  of  the  street  improved.    It  gives  authority  te 
the  common  council  to  provide  by  general  ordinance  for  cd- 
lectiug  the  cost  and  expenses  of  such  improvements,  and  also 
for  the  sale  of  the  lots  against  which  the  cost  and  expenses 
may  be  assessed.    It  empowers  the  common  council  to  make 
provision  for  the  collection  of  the  cost  of  street  improvements 
by  suit,  and  for  the  enforcement  of  liens  as  other  liens  are  en- 
forced, and  it  also  declares  that  no  informality  of  any  order 
of  the  common  council  directing  the  making  of  any  such  im- 
provement or  repairs,  nor  in  the  making  of  the  assessment  or 
apportionment  of  the  costs  and  expenses  of  the  same,  shall 
afford  the  defendant  a  defense  in  any  action  for  the  collectuA 
of  any  such  costs  and  expenses,  or  for  the  enforcement  ci  the 
lien  therefor,  provided  the  improvement  or  repairs  were  made 
in  substantial  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  act  and 
the  ordinance  as  passed  for  carrying  it  into  effect. 
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The  appellant  concedes  that  the  common  comicil,  in  pnr- 
Bnance  of  the  authority  thus  conferred,  daly  enacted  general 
ordinances  regulating  the  manner  of  making  street  improve- 
inents  in  the  city  of  ETansville,  and  providing  for  the  col- 
lection of  the  cost  and  expenses  of  such  improvements,  and 
that  the  improvements  in  question  were  made  pursuant  to  an 
ordinance  duly  adopted  on  the  second  day  of  May,  1881.  The 
ordinance  is  not  regularly  set  out  in  the  record,  but,  as  it 
appears  in  the  appellant's  brief,  and  according  to  the  conces- 
sion made  by  counsel,  it  provides  that  when  the  council  shall, 
in  pursuance  of  the  charter,  order  and  require  any  improve- 
ments to  be  made  on  any  of  the  streets  of  the  city,  an  order 
shall  be  made  designating  the  improvements,  and  thereupon 
the  clerk  shall  advertise  for  bids,  and  the  work  shall  be  let 
to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder,  who  shall  comply  with  the 
requirements  as  to  bond,  etc. 

Section  2  provides  for  the  mode  of  apportioning  the  cost  of 
the  work. 

Section  8  provides  that  the  mayor  and  city  surveyor  shall, 
within  seven  days  after  the  letting  of  the  contract,  report  to 
the  council  the  whole  cost  of  the  work,  and  the  separate 
amount  chargeable  against  each  property  bolder,  and  that  the 
coimcil  shall  thereupon  pass  an  order  assessing  and  charging 
each  lot  or  parcel  of  real  estate  with  its  share  or  proportion 
of  such  expense. 

Section  4  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  council,  upon  the  com- 
pletion of  the  work,  to  order  a  precept  to  be  issued  to  the  con- 
tractor against  eadi  parcel  of  real  estate  so  assessed,  which 
precept  shall  be  signed  by  the  mayor  and  attested  by  the 
clerk,  and  shall  entitle  the  contractor  to  collect  the  same  in 
his  own  name. 

The  subsequent  sections  of  the  ordinance  authorise  the 
contractor  to  collect  the  assessment  by  the  enforcement  of  the 
lien  thereof  in  the  same  manner  mortgages  are  foreclosed. 

It  is  insisted  on  the  appellant's  behalf  that  the  assessment 
made  against  his  property  under  the  provisions  of  the  fore- 
going ordinance  was  invalid,  because  neither  the  charter  of 
the  city  of  Evansville,  nor  the  ordinance  enacted  thereunder, 
makes  any  provision  for  notice  to  the  owners  of  property  to 
be  affected  by  street  improvements,  or  for  an  appeal  from  the 
precept  or  assessments,  as  is  usual  in  such  cases.  This  prem- 
ise being  assumed,  the  conclusion  is  drawn  that  so  much  of 
the  ordinance  as  authorises   the  abutting   property  to  be 
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charged  with  the  coet  of  the  improvement  is  in  ccmtrayen- 
tion  of  that  provision  of  the  federal  constitution  which  de- 
clares, in  effect,  that  no  state  shall  deprive  any  person  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property  ^'  without  due  process  of  law." 

The  question  presented  is  not  whether  the  law  and  the 
ordinance  regulating  the  improvement  of  streets  have  been 
followed;  but,  conceding  that  they  have  been,  it  is  asserted 
that  they  are  inadequate  to  create  a  charge  against,  or  to  im* 
pose  a  burden  upon,  property,  according  to  *'  the  law  of  the 
land." 

It  is,  without  doubt,  essential  to  the  validity  of  every  law 
under  which  proceedings  may  be  had  for  the  taking  of  prop- 
erty, or  to  impose  a  burden  upon  it  which  may  result  in  taking 
it,  that  the  law  make  provision  for  giving  some  kind  of  notice 
at  some  stage  in  the  proceeding,  and  that  it  afford  the  owner 
an  opportunity  to  be  heard  concerning  the  legality  of  the 
assessment,  before  some  tribunal  or  body  authorized  to  correct 
errors,  or  give  appropriate  relief,  before  the  property  is  taken 
or  the  charge  made  absolute. 

As  was  well  said  in  an  analc^us  case:  "The  constitutioQ 
sanctions  no  law  imposing  such  an  assessment,  without  a  no- 
tice to,  and  a  hearing  or  an  opportunity  of  a  hearing  by,  the 
owners  of  the  property  to  be  assessed.  It  is  not  enough  that 
the  owners  may  by  chance  have  notice,  or  that  they  may,  as 
a  matter  of  favor,  have  a  hearing.  The  law  must  require  no- 
tice to  them,  and  give  them  the  right  to  a  hearing  and  an  op- 
portunity to  be  heard ":  StuaH  v.  Palmer,  74  N.  Y.  188;  SO 
Am.  Rep.  289;  Fries  v.  Brier,  111  Ind.  65;  Campbell  v.  Dipig- 
ginsy  88  Id.  473;  WhiUford  Tp.  v.  ProbaU  Judge,  63  Mich.  130; 
Thomas  v.  Oain,  85  Id.  156;  24  Am.  Rep.  635;  Brown  y.  City 
of  Denver,  7  Col.  305;  City  of  Philadelphia  v.  MiUer,  49  Pa.  Si 
440;  Santa  Clara  v.  Southern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.,  9  Saw.  165; 
Overing  v.  Foote,  66  N.  Y.  263;  Cooley  on  Taxation,  265, 266. 

Any  proceeding,  therefore,  the  result  of  which  is  to  deprive 
the  owner  of  his  property,  or  to  impose  a  burden  upon  or  cre- 
ate a  charge  against  it,  and  which  is  carried  on  under  a  law 
which  makes  no  provision  for  notice,  and  affords  the  owner 
no  opportunity  to  be  heard  concerning  the  correctness  of  the 
assessment,  and  whether  the  amount  charged  against  him  or 
his  property  was  ascertained  and  apporticmed  in  good  faith 
and  in  the  manner  provided  by  law,  is  in  contravention  of  the 
constitution,  and  lacks  the  essential  element  of  'Mue  process 
of  law."    The  fact  must,  however,  be  kept  in  view  that  the 
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notice  and  hearing  which  the  constitution  demands  need  <mly 
1)e  such  as  are  adapted  to  the  nature  of  the  assessment  pro- 
posed, and  such  as  afford  to  each  individual  affected  the  op- 
portunity to  show  that,  according  to  the  method  prescribed 
by  competent  authority  for  making  the  assessment,  the  amount 
charged  against  him  is  incorrect.  In  the  imposition  of  poll 
or  occupation  taxes,  where  a  certain  sum  is  assessed  against 
each  individual  exercising  a  given  avocation,  or  according  to 
his  age,  without  regard  to  actual  benefits,  the  necessity  of  no- 
tice and  a  hearing  is  reduced  to  a  minimum.  To  a  measur- 
able extent,  the  same  principle  is  involved  when  the  cost  of 
an  improvement  is,  as  by  law  in  proper  cases  it  may  be,  ap- 
portioned by  mere  mathematical  calculation,  according  to  a 
certain  rate  per  front  foot:  Thomas  v.  Gain^  supra;  lApps  v. 
City  of  PhOadelphiay  88  Pa.  St.  503;  City  of  Philadelphia  v. 
Tryon,  36  Id.  401. 

The  principle  which  underlies  and  upholds  special  assess- 
ments, such  as  that  involved  in  the  present  case,  is,  that  the 
lands  assessed  are  enhanced  in  value  to  an  amount  equal  to 
the  cost  of  the  improvement,  which  is  to  be  apportioned  among 
those  specially  benefited,  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  law: 
Heick  V.  Voight,  110  Ind.  279;  Ross  v.  StackhousSj  114  Id.  200; 
Desty  on  Taxation,  1237;  Cooley  on  Taxation,  416. 

While  the  character  of  notice  and  the  limits  within  which 
the  hearing  may  be  confined  are  in  each  instance  dependent, 
to  a  greater  or  less  extent,  upon  the  nature  of  the  case,  pro- 
ceedings for  street  improvements,  where  the  cost  is  to  be  ap- 
portioned among  those  benefited,  are,  nevertheless,  within  the 
rule  which  requires  notice  and  a  hearing,  in  order  to  the  im- 
position of  a  charge  by  ^'  due  process  of  law."  The  difficulty 
of  framing  a  *'  perspicuous,  comprehensive,  and  satisfactory  " 
definition  of  the  phrase^  '^  due  process  of  law,"  has  often  been 
the  subject  of  remark,  and  the  courts  have  uniformly  refrained 
from  attempting  to  give  it  a  precise  or  authoritative  definition: 
Davidson  v.  New  Orleans^  96  U.  S.  97;  Hurtado  v.  People^  110 
Id.  616;  Hagar  v.  Reelamation  DisU  No.  108y  111  Id.  701;  Stu- 
art V.  Palmer^  supra. 

It  has  been  said,  however,  that, ''  in  judging  what  is  '  due 
process  of  law,'  respect  must  be  had  to  the  cause  and  object 
of  the  taking,  whether  under  the  taxing  power,  the  power  of 
3minent  domain,  or  the  powei*  of  assessment  for  local  improve- 
ments, or  none  of  these;  iLnd  if  found  to  be  suitable  or  admis- 
sible in  the  special  case,  it  will  be  adjudged  to  be  '  due  process 
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of  law '  ^:  Dancbon  v.  New  OrleatM,  supra.  If  the  law  direct- 
ing the  piooeedings  affords  the  property  owner  an  opportunity 
to  be  heard,  after  due  notice,  in  a  tribunal  competent  to  afford 
him  relief  appropriate  to  the  nature  of  the  case,  bo  that  the 
charge  against  his  property  only  becomes  conclusive  after  the 
opportunity  for  a  hearing  has  been  had,  it  cannot  be  said  that 
his  property  has  been  taken  or  burdened  without  due  process 
of  law.  That  the  legislature  may  make  provision  for  local 
improvements,  which  are  to  a  degree  of  public  utility,  or  in  a 
sense  of  a  public  character,  and  impose  the  cost  thereof  on 
the  property  or  district  to  be  specially  benefited, — in  any 
manner  not  manifestly  unfair  or  unequal, — without  first  pro- 
viding for  intermediate  proceedings  to  determine  the  neces- 
sity for  the  improvement,  or  the  cost  of  making  it,  and  that  it 
may  prescribe  the  kind  of  notice  and  the  time  and  manner  in 
which  it  shall  be  given,  is  well  settled;  and  that  it  may  dele- 
gate the  like  power  to  a  municipal  corporation  is  likewise  set- 
tled: County  of  Hennepin  v.  Bartleeon^  87  Minn.  355;  Gatch  v. 
City  of  Dee  Moines,  63  Iowa,  718;  Matter  of  De  Peyeter,  80  N.  Y. 
665;  Washington  Ave.,  69  Pa.  St.  852;  8  Am.  Rep.  255;  Fair- 
banks V.  Mayor  etc.,  182  Mass.  42. 

In  like  manner  the  legislature  may  commit  to  the  conunon 
council  of  a  city,  or  to  a  tribunal  specially  provided  for  the 
purpose,  the  power  of  apportioning  the  cost  of  an  improve- 
ment, and  of  assessing  the  expense  thereof,  upon  the  property 
benefited  in  the  manner  provided  by  law,  unless  the  method 
prescribed  is  plainly  unadapted  to  arriving  at  a  fair  and  equi- 
table result,  and  also  to  determine  what  property  within  the 
limits  defined,  if  any  are  defined,  will  be  benefited  by  the  im- 
provement. 

In  respect  to  all  such  questions,  the  determination  of  the 
common  council,  or  other  body,  within  the  limits  of  the  juris- 
diction specially  committed  to  it,  may  be  made  conclusive. 
This  power  has  been  exercised  and  sanctioned  too  long  to  be 
now  open  to  question:  City  of  Fort  Wayne  v.  Cody,  43  Ind. 
197;  RicketU  v.  Spraker,  77  Id.  871;  Anderson  v.  Baker,  98 
Id.  587;  Thomas  v.  Oain,  supra;  Warren  v.  Grand  Haven,  30 
Mich.  24. 

It  is  essential  to  the  public  good  that  the  necessity  for  street 
and  other  public  improvements,  and  the  cost  of  making  them, 
and  such  other  proceedings  as  are  necessary  to  insure  the 
prompt  execution  of  the  work,  be  determined  and  taken  in  a 
comparatively  summary  way. 
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To  giTe  each  property  owner  the  right  to  contest  every  step 
in  such  an  tmdertaking,  would  be,  in  effect,  to  prohibit  the 
improvementf  or  render  its  execution  practically  impossible  in 
many  instances. 

If,  therefore,  the  law  provides  for  giving  notice  and  for  a 
method  whereby  the  property  owner  may  ultimately  challenge 
the  correctness  of  the  assessment  made  against  his  property, 
in  respect  to  whether  it  was  made  in  good  faith,  without  in* 
tervening  mistake  or  error,  and  according  to  the  method  and 
under  the  safeguards  provided  by  the  law, — the  constitutional 
provision  is  to  be  deemed  satisfied 

These  ends  seem  to  have  been  adequately  provided  for  by 
the  ordinance  under  which  the  improvement  involved  in  the 
present  case  was  made. 

It  is  conceded  that,  under  the  ordinance,  the  assessment 
against  the. appellant's  property  could  only  be  enforced  by 
legal  proceedings  in  a  court  having  jurisdiction  to  foreclose 
mortgages.  Such  proceedings  could  only  be  taken  in  pursu- 
ance of  notice,  and  in  a  court  in  which  ample  opportunity 
would  be  afforded  for  questioning  the  validity  of  the  proceed- 
ings for  the  improvement  of  the  street,  and  of  all  other  matters 
respecting  the  legality  and  amount  of  the  assessment,  or  which 
might  constitute  a  legitimate  cause  of  grievance  to  the  prop- 
erty holder. 

It  is  true,  as  we  have  seen,  the  statute  under  which  the  city 
of  Evansville  derives  its  corporate  existence  provides  that  mere 
informalities  of  the  common  council  in  directing  the  improve- 
ment, or  in  making  the  assessment  or  apportionment  of  the 
cost  thereof,  shall  not  afford  a  defense  against  the  collection 
of  the  cost,  provided  the  improvements  were  made  in  substan- 
tial conformity  with  the  act  and  the  ordinances  passed  in 
pursuance  thereof.  This,  however,  deprives  the  property  owner 
of  no  substantial  right;  it  does  nothing  more  than  take  away 
from  him  the  opportunity  to  urge  technical  or  formal  objec- 
tions, which  do  not  affect  the  merits  of  the  proceedings  under 
which  the  improvement  was  completed:  Hagar  v.  Reclamation 
DUt.  No.  108f  wpra;  Beclamation  Dist.  No.  108  v.  Evans,  61 
CaLlOl 

We  find  no  error.    The  judgment  is  affirmed,  with  costs. 


Dum  Procbbb  of  Law,  Qxhsrallt:  See  note  to  Flint  R,  8,  Co.  v.  Foaier, 
48  Am.  Dee.  260  et  leq.,  and  see  particnlarly  pages  278,  279,  aa  to  validity 
of  assessmenti  with  notioe. 
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Cleveland,  Columbus,  Cincinnati,  and  Indian- 
apolis Railway  Company  v.  Wynant, 

IU4  nrDiAVA,  62S.J 

Nbouoshci.  —  Evidbvcb  of  Otkeb  SfiffTiAB  OooumRXHOia  OH  Otheb  Oc- 
casions u  NOT  Abmissiblv  for  the  parpoM  of  raising  a  presamptioD 
that  the  particalar  accident  in  question  happened,  or  that  the  place  vaa 
defective  and  dtngenms,  or  that  the  situation  was  of  such  a  charact^ 
that  the  occurrenoe  resulting  in  the  injury  complained  of  might  well 
have  taken  place. 

EviDENCs.  —  Whether  Ant  Pabtecitlas  Objsct  is  Calculated  to 
Frighten  Horses  is  not  to  be  Pleaded  and  Proved^  but  is  to  be 
determined  by  the  experience,  observation,  and  intelligence  of  tiie  court 
and  jury  as  applied  to  all  the  facts  of  the  particular  case  before  tiiem. 

Owner  or  Object  Obstruciino  Hiohwat  is  not  Kbcebsabilt  Llablb 
FOR  Damages  resulting  from  fright  thereby  occasioned  to  honea^ 
merely  because  such  obstructicii  is  in  violation  of  a  statute.  Thero 
must  have  been  a  natural  causative  connection  between  the  violation  of 
the  statute  and  the  frightening  of  the  horses  to  render  the  owner  liable^ 
and  the  injury  must  in  each  case  be  proximately  such  sa  was  witfaia 
the  purpose  and  protection  of  the  statute. 

Negligence — iNSTRUcnoN. — Railway  Gompant  has  Bight  to  Lbatk 
m  Cars  at  Ant  Point  on  its  Side-track  except  in  or  upon  the  high- 
way; and  where  a  car  was  so  left^  but  was  afterwards  moved  upon  the 
highway  by  perscns  for  whom  the  company  was  not  responsible^  aiid  while 
there  it  frightened  the  plaindff's  horses,  and  she  was  injured  in  oonae- 
quence,  no  liability  is  created  against  the  company,  uxdees  it  negligently 
permitted  the  csr  to  remain  upon  the  highway  an  unreasonable  length  of 
time,  and  it  is  error  to  refuse  an  instruction  to  that  e£feet. 

H.  H.  PoppUton^  S.  H.  Holding^  M.  8.  Robinionf  and  J.  Wi 
LnveUy  for  the  appellant. 

H.  D.  Thampetmf  for  the  appellee. 

Mitchell,  C.  J.  Action  by  Harriet  Wynant  against  the 
appellant  railway  company  to  recover  damages  for  injuries 
alleged  to  have  been  suffered  by  the  plaintiff  from  the  over- 
turning of  her  carriage,  the  horses  having  taken  fright  at  a 
box-car  which,  it  is  charged,  the  company  unlawfully  and 
negligently  permitted  to  be  and  remain  partially  in  and  upon 
a  public  highway  over  which  the  plaintiff  was  traveling. 

The  case  was  considered  once  before  by  this  court,  and  re* 
versed  because  the  evidence  did  not  sustain  the  verdict  of  the 
jury:  Cleveland  etc,  Ry  Co.  v.  Wynant^  100  Ind.  160. 

A  second  trial  has  been  had,  with  the  result  that  judgment 
has  again  been  rendered  for  the  plaintiff.  The  case  is  before 
us  a  second  time  upon  the  same  pleadings,  and,  according  to 
the  insistence  of  appellant's  counsel,  upon  substantially  the 
«ame  evidence. 
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Waiving  any  observations  concerning  the  sufficiency  of  the 
k  evidence,  or  whether  it  is  in  any  essential  respect  variant  from 
I  what  it  was  before,  it  is  enough  to  say  the  judgment  must  be 
reversed,  for  errors  hereinafter  pointed  out. 

To  sustain  her  case,  the  plaintiff  gave  evidence  tending  to 
show  that  certain  empty,  and  for  the  time  being  unused,  freight- 
cars,  which  had  been  stored  on  a  short  railway  track,  which 
diverged  from  the  company's  main  line  to  a  gravel  pit,  had 
been  permitted  to  encroach  from  five  to  eight  feet  on  either 
side  of  a  public  highway  over  which  the  above-mentioned 
track  lay,  leaving  a  space  of  from  fifteen  to  twenty-five  feet  in 
width  of  the  traveled  way  between  the  projecting  cars. 

There  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  and 
her  husband  were  passing  over  the  highway  in  a  vehicle  drawn 
by  two  gentle  horses.  When  about  to  go  upon  the  railway 
track  between  the  cars,  without  having  previously  shown  any 
signs  of  fear,  the  horses  suddenly  took  fright  and  became  un- 
manageable. Whether  they  were  frightened  at  an  empty  car 
or  at  noise  which  proceeded  from  it,  is  immaterial  to  the 
questions  to  be  considered. 

There  was  some  evidence  tending  to  show  that  a  box-car 
had  encroached  upon  the  road  for  several  days  prior  to  the 
accident. 

The  railway  company  introduced  evidence  tending  to  show 
that  the  car  had  been  let  down  on  the  highway,  on  the  day  of 
the  accident,  by  the  unauthorised  interference  of  some  boys 
with  the  brakes.  The  car  was  an  ordinary  empty  box-car, 
such  as  is  in  common  use  on  all  railroads. 

At  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  produced  witnesses  who  testified 
that  they  had  passed  over  the  highway  in  question  several 
days  prior  to  that  on  which  the  accident  happened,  and,  after 
describing  the  situation  of  the  cars  as  they  then  observed  them, 
and  the  manner  in  which  they  then  projected  into  the  high- 
way, they  were  permitted  to  testify,  over  objection,  that  their 
horses  took  fright  or  "  shied  "  at  the  cars. 

Nothing  appeared  concerning  the  disposition  of  the  horses 
driven,  by  the  several  witnesses,  in  respect  to  whether  or  not 
they  were  ordinarily  gentle  and  well  disposed,  or  whether  they 
were  under  carefril  guidance,  and  so  the  evidence  might  well 
have  been  excluded  on  that  account.  But  if  these  objections 
had  been  obviated,  we  can  discover  no  sound  principle  which 
justified  the  admission  of  the  evidence. 

The  principal  facts  in  dispute  under  the  issues  were,  whether 
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or  not  the  railway  company  had  unlawfully  or  negligently 
placed,  or  unreaaonably  permitted,  its  empty  cars  to  remain 
upon  a  public  highway,  thereby  causing  the  horses  attached 
to  the  carriage  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  seated  to  take  fright 
and  run  away,  resulting  in  an  injury  for  which  she  was  in  no 
way  blamable. 

The  evidence  admitted  pertained  to  facts  altogether  aside 
from  those  in  dispute,  and  in  no  way  tended  to  raise  a  legal 
presumption  as  to  the  disputed  facts.  It  could  have  had  no 
other  effect  than  to  mislead  the  jury  and  distract  their  attend 
tion  from  the  real  issues  in  the  case.  There  is  no  fixed  tqIs 
governing  the  frightening  of  horses.  An  object  that  may 
render  one  unmanageable  from  fear,  another  may  pass  without 
notice.  It  does  not  follow,  because  one  or  more  may  hava 
taken  fright  at  a  given  object  in  a  highway,  that  the  object 
was  necessarily  frightful  to  all  gentle  horses;  nor  does  proof 
that  a  number  of  horses  took  fright  at  an  object  raise  a  legal 
presumption  that  another  horse,  on  a  different  occasion,  be- 
came frightened  at  the  same  object:  PioUet  v.  SimmerSj  106 
Pa.  St.  95;  61  Am.  Rep.  496;  Denver  etc.  Ry  Go.  v.  OUueoO, 
4  Col.  270;  Neweom  v.  Georgia  Sailroad^  62  Ga.  839;  Durbrow 
V.  JfcDonaid,  6  Bosw.  130;  WefUwarth  v.  Smithy  44  N.  H.  419; 
82  Am.  Dec.  228. 

The  railway  company  was  not  bound  to  anticipate  and  make 
preparation  to  meet  testimony  of  the  character  of  that  in 
question;  nor  would  it  have  been  heard  to  prove,  in  rebuttal, 
that  other  gentle  horses  had  passed  between  the  cars  without 
taking  fright,  or  that  the  horses  which  took  fright  were  vicious 
and  unsafe  under  ordinary  circumstances:  Bauer  v.  City  of 
Indianapoli$j  99  Ind.  66;  Kidder  v.  Inhabitante  of  Dunatabky 
11  Gray,  842;  Temperance  Hall  Ase^n  v.  QUee^  33  N.  J.  L.  26a 

Thus,  in  the  case  first  above  cited,  it  was  held,  in  a  suit 
against  a  city  for  an  injury  received  in  consequence  of  an  ob- 
struction upon  a  sidewalk,  that  it  was  not  proper  to  admit 
evidence  to  show  that  others  had  passed  over  the  same  ob- 
struction without  injury. 

Where  it  becomes  necessary  to  affect  those  charged  with  the 
duty  of  keeping  highways,  bridges,  or  other  structures  in  a  safe 
condition,  or  of  keeping  only  competent  persons  in  their  ser- 
vice, with  notice  of  defects  or  unfitness,  or  where  the  question 
is  as  to  the  safety  or  availability  of  a  machine  or  contrivance 
designed  for  a  particular  purpose  or  for  practical  use,  evidence 
is  admissible  to  show  how  the  thing  served  when  put  to  the  use 
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for  which  it  was  designed,  in  the  one  case,  or  that  occurrences 
of  a  character  to  make  the  defect  or  incompetency  notorious 
had  taken  place,  in  the  other:  Pittsburgh  etc.  Ky  Co.  ▼•  Ruby^ 
88  Ind.  294;  10  Am.  Rep.  Ill;  Cleveland  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  ▼.  New- 
ell, 104  Ind.  264;  54  Am.  Rep.  312;  City  of  Delphi  ▼.  Lowery, 
74  Ind.  520;  89  Am.  Rep.  98;  City  of  Fort  Wayne  ▼.  Coombe, 
107  Ind.  75. 

The  present  case  does  not  come  within  the  rule  above  stated. 
None  of  the  occurrences  described  were  of  such  a  character  as 
to  convey  notice  to  the  railway  company,  or  to  be  known  to 
any  others  than  the  witnesses  themselves. 

Evidence  of  other  similar  occurrences,  on  other  occasions,  is 
not  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  raising  a  presumption  that 
the  particular  accident  in  question  happened,  or  that  the  place 
was  defective  and  dangerous,  or  that  the  situation  was  of  such 
a  character  that  the  occurrence  resulting  in  the  injury  com- 
plained of  might  well  have  taken  place.  The  facts  are  the 
only  legitimate  evidence  of  the  injury  and  of  the  manner  and 
cause  of  the  occurrence:  Ramsey  v.  RushviUe  etc.  Q.  R.  Co.y  81 
Ind.  894;  CcXlins  v.  InhahitanJts  of  Dorchester^  6  Cush.  896; 
Mubbard  v.  City  of  Concord,  85  N.  H.  52;  69  Am.  Dec.  520; 
Jfaguire  v.  Middlesex  R.  R.  Co.,  115  Mass.  239;  Hawks  v.  /n- 
habitants  of  Charlemont,  110  Id.  110;  Blair  v.  Inhabitants  of 
Pelham,  118  Id.  420. 

The  case  is  parallel  in  principle  with  Hudson  v.  Chicago  etc. 
Ry  Co.,  59  Iowa,  581.  In  that  case,  the  plaintiff  claimed 
damages  for  injuries  to  his  horse,  resulting  from  defective 
planking,  at  a  railway  crossing.  The  judgment  of  the  lower 
court  was  reversed  because  a  witness  was  permitted  to  testify 
that,  some  time  prior  to  the  injury  complained  of,  a  horse 
driven  by  him  had  got  his  foot  between  the  plank  and  rail  at 
the  same  place  where  the  plaintiff's  horse  was  injured. 

We  are  aware  of  the  fact  that  some  contrariety  exists  in  the 
decisions  upon  the  point  in  question.  In  our  opinion,  the  rule 
above  indicated  is  the  one  justified  by  the  decisions  of  this 
court,  and  altogether  the  safer  one  upon  principle:  Patterson 
on  Railway  Accident  Law,  420. 

There  is,  in  the  present  case,  no  open,  visible  connection  be- 
tween the  evidentiary  facts,  or  independent  occurrences,  out  of 
which  it  is  assumed  certain  presumptions  arise,  and  the  facts 
sought  to  be  established  by  deduction  from  the  evidentiary 
facts  proved.  This  the  law  requires.  The  jury  must  not  be 
left  to  decide  the  principal  facts  by  making  remote  inferences 
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from  facts  having  no  yisible  connection  with  those  in  dispute: 
United  States  ▼.  Roee,  92  U.  S.  281. 

The  only  presumptions  of  fact  which  the  law  recogniaes  are 
those  which  arise  or  may  be  inferred  immediately  from  the 
facts  proved:  Manning  v.  Imuranee  Co.^  100  U.  8.  693;  Domg^ 
kuB  V.  MiUheU,  85  Pa.  St  440. 

It  must  have  been  assumed,  because  some  other  horses  were 
frightened  at  the  car,  that  it  was  necessarily  an  object  calcu- 
lated to  frighten  gentle  horses,  and  therefore  that  those  draw- 
ing the  plaintiff's  carriage  became  frightened  at  it.  The 
conclusion  was  not  a  natural  deduction  from,  nor  had  it  any 
visible  or  probable  connection  with,  the  facts:  McAleer  y.  Mo 
Murray,  68  Pa.  St  126. 

It  might  be  proved  that  horses  of  ordinary  gentlenesa  took 
fright  at  a  newspaper,  or  other  Uke  object,  casually  left  in  a 
public  highway,  but  it  would  hardly  be  contended  that  proof 
might  be  heard  to  show  that  a  newspaper  was  an  object  nat- 
urally calculated  to  frighten  horses  of  ordinary  gentleness. 

It  is  well  settled  that  one  who  negligently  or  without  right 
places  an  object,  naturally  calculated  to  frighten  horses  of 
ordinary  gentleness,  within  the  limits  of  a  public  highway, 
or  who  wrongfully  suffers  such  an  object,  although  placed 
there  without  fault,  to  remain  an  unreasonable  length  of  time, 
may  become  liable  for  an  injury  occasioned  by  the  fright  of 
horses  thereat:  Tovm  of  RuskfnUe  v.  AdamSf  107  Ind.  475; 
Turner  v.  Buehananj  82  Id.  147;  42  Am.  Bep.  485;  PioUet  v. 
SimmerBj  tupra. 

Such  an  object,  wrongfully  placed  or  unreasonably  kept  or 
maintained  in  a  public  highway,  may  become  a  nuisance,  for 
which  the  author  may  incur  liability  to  a  person  suffering 
special  injury  therefrom. 

As  to  what  objects  may  lawfully  be  placed  within  the 
limits  of  a  public  highway,  and  as  to  what  may  constitute  a 
reasonable  time  during  which  such  objects  may  be  kept  there, 
must  depend  upon  the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case. 
Horses  may  take  fright  at  wheelbarrows,  road-engines,  cov- 
ered wagons,  box-cars,  reaping-machines,  building  material, 
and  an  indefinite  number  of  other  things  which  are  not 
nuisances  per  se,  when  found  within  the  limits  of  a  public 
highway;  and  yet  all  these  may  become  nuisances  by  being 
negligently  permitted  to  obstruct  a  highway,  depending  upon 
the  circumstances  of  each  case.  Horses  of  ordinary  gentle- 
ness become  accustomed  to  such  objects,  when  the  objects  are 
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found  in  their  customary  places.  They  are  more  liable  to 
become  alarmed  when  they  encounter  such  an  object  in  an 
unnaual  place  or  under  extraordinary  circumstances.  This 
is  part  of  the  common  knowledge  possessed  by  all  intelligent 
persons  of  mature  years. 

All  horses  are  disposed  to  scare  or  shy  at  objects  of  an  un- 
usual character  in  a  highway.  Roads  are  prepared  with  ref- 
erence to  this  generally  known  disposition,  and  persons  who 
place  or  leave  objects  in  a  highway  are  likewise  charged  with 
notice  of  this  habit. 

These  are  things  which  every  adult  person  of  ordinary  ex- 
perience must  be  presumed  to  know.  It  is  not,  therefore,  a 
subject  to  be  pleaded  and  proved,  whether  a  box-car,  or  any 
other  particular  object,  is  naturally  calculated  to  frighten 
horses.  This  is  to  be  determined  by  the  experience,  observa- 
tion and  inteUigence  of  the  court  and  jury  as  applied  to  all 
the  facts  of  the  particular  case  before  them:  OiJbert  v.  FKnt 
etc.  IPy  Co.^  51  Mich.  488;  47  Am.  Rep.  692;  Wabash  etc.  Ry 
Co,  V.  Farver^  111  Ind.  195;  60  Am.  Rep.  696. 

The  mere  fact  that  an  object  is  in  the  highway,  in  violation 
of  a  statute,  does  not  necessarily  make  the  owner  liable  for 
damages  resulting  from  fright  which  the  object  may  have 
occasioned  to  horses.  There  must  have  been  some  natural, 
causative  connection  between  the  violation  of  the  statute  and 
the  frightening  of  the  horses.  The  object,  in  the  situation  in 
which  it  was  left,  must  have  had  a  necessary  or  natural  ten- 
dency to  that  end,  according  to  common  experience.  A  cow 
or  a  sheep  may  be  upon  a  public  highway  in  violation  of  a 
statute,  and  a  horse  of  ordinary  gentleness  may  take  fright 
at  such  an  animal.  The  frightening  of  horses  was  not,  how- 
ever, the  mischief  which  the  statute  requiring  certain  animals 
to  be  restrained  from  running  at  large  was  intended  to  pre- 
vent. The  injury  must  in  each  case  be  proximately  such  as 
was  within  the  purpose  and  protection  of  the  statute:  Wabash 
etc.  Ry  Co.  v.  Locke,  112  Ind.  404;  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  193.  It  was 
error  to  admit  the  evidence. 

At  the  proper  time,  the  defendant  company  asked  the  court 
to  instruct  the  jury  to  the  effect  that  the  railway  company 
had  the  right  to  have  its  cars  standing  on  its  branch  road  at 
any  point  except  in  or  upon  the  highway,  and  that  if  the  car 
at  which  the  plaintiff's  horses  took  fright  was  placed  by  it  at 
a  point  BO  as  not  to  obstruct  the  highway,  and  was  afterwards 
moved  into  the  highway  by  persons  for  whom  the  company 
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was  Dot  respoDBibley  the  company  would  not  be  liable  to  tlie 
plaintiff  for  the  iqjory  soffered  by  her,  unless  it  negUgently 
permitted  the  car  to  remain  upon  the  highway  an  umneason- 
able  length  of  time. 

This  was  undoubtedly  a  correct  statement  of  the  law,  and 
it  was  applicable  to  the  defense  which  the  defendant  sought  to 
maintain  by  its  evidence. 

It  is  the  right  of  a  party  applying  for  it,  to  ha^e  his  theory 
of  the  case  clearly  and  distinctly  presented  to  the  jury,  wboi 
he  has  adduced  evidence  fSoirly  tending  to  support  it:  Tenr 
brooke  v.  Ja&fa,  77  Pa.  St  892;  PUUburgh  etc.  Ry  Co.  v. 
KriMawa^  24  Ohio  St  119;  CatMtoek  v.  Nartcn,  86  Mich.  277; 
ThomUm  Juries  and  lastructions,  sec.  165. 

The  instructions  given  by  the  court,  although  correct  in  the 
abstract,  were  general.  The  defendant  had  a  right  to  an  in- 
struction adapted  to  the  special  features  of  the  defense  which 
it  undertook  to  support  by  its  evidence:  ParkMU  v.  Town  oj 
BrighUm,  61  Iowa,  103;  Pamdee  v.  Adolph,  28  Ohio  St  10; 
MariMa  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  Piebiey,  24  Id.  654. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  the  judgment  is  reversed,  with 
costs,  with  directions  to  the  court  to  sustain  the  appellant's 
motion  for  a  new  triaL 
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Bathb  v.  Dboatub  County  Agsioultubal  Sooiety. 

UiOBA  Vtsmb,  FUABDro.— In  Aonov  ▲oAonr  CkuffOEAnov  to  Swxnrui 
10!»  LfjUBiiB  Oausid  ST  NiouaBNOB  of  alleged  employees  of  the  oor- 
pomtiodiy  it  mut  appear  from  the  petition  that  the  defendant  had  aa- 
ibarity  to  enter  into  a  contract  of  employment;  otherwise  it  will  be 
prasamed  that  there  ii  nothing  in  the  articles  of  incorporation  which 
either  by  express  pronsion  or  by  implication  mthorised  the  officers  of 
the  society  to  hire  snch  serrants,  and  therefore  there  can  be  no  recovery 
against  the  corporation. 

E.  W.  Cwrryf  for  the  appellant. 

5.  A.  Oate$  and  Brother^  and  BvUoel  and  Hoffman^  for  the 
appellee. 

Adams,  C.  J.  The  petition  ehowe  that  the  defendant  is  a 
corporation,  organized  to  further  the  interest  of  agriculture,  to 
improve  and  encourage  the  breeding  of  fine  stock,  to  hold  ex- 
positions of  agricultural  products  and  stock,  to  hold  and  give 
annual  fairs,  and  to  do  and  perform  everything  necessary  and 
incident  thereto;  that  in  the  fall  of  1885  the  defendant  held 
its  annual  fair  at  its  fair-grounds  in  Decatur  County,  near  the 
town  of  Leon;  that,  for  the  purpose  of  increasing  the  attend- 
ance and  the  gate  receipts,  the  officers  of  the  defendant  em- 
ployed one  Clark  and  one  Wilson  to  convey  people  in  their 
own  conveyances  from  the  town  of  Leon  to  the  fair-grounds; 
that  Clark  and  Wilson,  while  so  engaged,  ran  their  team 
negligently  against  the  plaintiff's  mare,  and  caused  her  death* 
The  defendant  demurred  to  the  petition,  upon  the  ground^ 
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among  otheni  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  defendant  had 
authority  to  employ  Clark  and  Wilson,  as  alleged,  and  thereby 
assnme  responsibility  for  their  conduct  as  employees. 

The  powers  of  a  corporation  are  such  as  are  expressly  pro- 
vided in  the  articles  of  incorporation,  and  such  others  as  are 
reasonably  incident  to  the  exercise  of  such  powers.  The  plain- 
tiff contends  that  the  employment  of  Clark  and  Wilson  to  oon- 
▼ey  people  to  the  fair-grounds  was  incident  to  the  holding  of  a 
success&d  fair,  as  there  would  be  no  fair  without  attendance. 
This  might  be  conceded,  if  attendance  depended  upon  convey- 
ances provided  by  the  defendant,  and  it  was  so  understood  by 
the  members  of  the  society  at  the  time  they  joined  it.  But 
there  is  nothing  in  the  petition  which  shows  this  to  be  so.  In 
the  absenoe  of  any  showing  to  the  contrary,  we  may  assume 
that  the  members  of  the  society  joined  it  with  the  understand- 
ing that  all  persons  desiring  to  attend  the  fair  would  be  able 
to  procure  conveyances  in  their  own  way,  and  withont  any 
provision  therefor  by  the  society.  Furnishing  conveyances  ia 
a  distinct  business,  in  which  any  one  might  engage,  and  the 
presumption  would  be  that  the  supply  would  be  equal  to  the 
demand.  In  our  opinion,  then,  there  is  nothing  in  the  articles 
of  incorporation,  either  by  express  provision  or  arising  there- 
from by  implication,  that  authorised  the  officers  ot  the  sooiety 
to  employ  Clark  and  Wilson.  If  this  is  so,  the  defendant 
never  became  responsible  for  their  conduct,  and  the  demurrer 

to  the  petition  was  rightly  sustained. 
Affirmed.  

MtJNICIFAL  CORFOSATION  IS  NOT  LZABLB  lOR  UNAITrHOBIZKD  ACT  OT  ITS 

OmciRS,  or  for  acts  of  persona  aaauming  withoat  authori^  to  be  raeh  offi- 
«or8:  See  note  to  Hibdor/y.  SL  Louis,  100  Am.  Deo.  858-460. 
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ps  I0W4,  saj 

LusDJTT  ov  SuBsnas  on  Guardian's  Bond — Btidbncb.— Soreties  on 
gaardian's  bond  are  not  responiible  for  any  default  which  may  hare 
oeoorred  before  they  signed  the  bond,  but  the  undertaking  covers  money 
held  by  the  guardian  when  the  bond  was  accepted,  and  the  fact  that  be 
had  reoeiTed  it  but  six  days  before  that  has  some  tendency  to  prora 
that  it  was  in  his  hands  at  that  time,  and  is  admissible. 

On  Appeal,  FnrDnra  ov  Ck>nBT  will  not  bb  Bistubbed,  where  the  actioa 
is  at  law,  if  there  was  any  evidence  which  reasonably  suatains  it;  there- 
fore a  judgment  against  sureties  on  guardian's  bond  will  not  be  set  asidi^ 


Oct  1887.J  BocKENBTEDT  V.  Tebxisb.  653 

•lihoDgh  ike  only  endenoe  on  which  it  is  baaed  ia^  that  money  had  been 
paid  the  guardian  nx  dajn  prior  to  the  execution  of  the  bond,  and  that 
it  had  not  been  aeooanted  for. 

Appeal  from  judgment  for  plaintiff  against  euretieB  on 
guardian's  bond.  Trial  was  had  before  the  court  without  a 
jury. 

/.  H.  Peters  and  E,  C.  PerHnSj  for  the  appellant. 

/.  D,  Alsap^  C  D.  HxLSted^  and  Powers  and  Laej/j  for  the  ap- 
pellee. 

RsBD,  J.  W.  A.  Heath,  the  guardian  on  whose  bond  this 
action  was  brought,  was  appointed  on  the  thirteenth  day  of 
October,  1876.  A  former  guardian  tendered  his  resignation  of 
the  trust  on  that  day,  which  was  accepted  by  the  court,  and 
he  was  ordered  to  turn  over  the  estate  of  the  wards  to  his 
successor.  On  the  same  day  he  paid  to  Heath  the  sum  of 
$1|666.90,  which  is  all  the  property  of  the  estate  ever  received 
by  bim.  The  bond  sued  on  was  not  executed,  however,  until 
the  19th  of  October.  Heath  died  without  having  accounted 
for  the  money,  and  it  is  for  its  recovery  that  the  action  was 
brought  The  condition  of  the  bond  is,  that  Heath  ''shall 
fSoithfully  discharge  the  office  and  trust  of  such  guardian,  and 
shall  render  a  fair  and  just  account  of  such  guardianship 
from  time  to  time,  whenever  required  thereunto  by  law,  and 
render  and  pay  to  said  minors  all  moneys,  goods,  chattels, 
title  papers,  and  effects  which  may  come  into  the  hands  or 
possession  of  such  guardian,  belonging  to  such  minors,  when 
such  minors  shall  be  entitled  thereto." 

1.  On  the  trial  defendants  objected  to  the  evidence  offered 
by  plaintiff  to  prove  the  payment  of  the  money  to  the  guar- 
dian, on  the  ground  that,  as  their  only  undertaking  was  that 
he  would  account  for  such  property  as  should  come  into  his 
hands  after  the  execution  of  the  bond,  they  were  not  respon- 
sible for  his  failure  to  account  for  the  money,  he  having  re- 
ceived it  before  that.  It  is  true  that  defendants'  undertaking 
was  for  the  performance  in  the  future  of  the  duties  of  the 
guardianship.  They  are  not  responsible  for  any  default  which 
may  have  occurred  before  they  signed  the  bond.  But  if  Heath 
held  the  money  when  the  bond  was  accepted,  their  undertak- 
ing covers  it;  for  in  contemplation  of  law,  it  came  into  his 
hands  as  guardian  at  that  time.  The  order  appointing  him 
was  made  previous  to  that,  it  is  true,  but  the  duties  of  the 
trust  did  not  devolve  upon  him  until  he  qualified,  which  was 


664  Jeffries  v,  Rudloff.  P^wa, 

done  when  the  bond  was  accepted.  From  that  time  thej  weie 
responsible  for  his  performance  of  the  duties  of  the  trust 
Any  competent  evidence  which  tended  to  prove  that  he  hdd 
the  money  at  that  time  was  admissible.  The  fact  that  he  had 
reoeived  it  but  six  days  before  that  had  some  tendency  to 
prove  that  it  was  in  his  hands  at  that  time.  The  evidence  of 
that  fact  was  therefore  admissible. 

2.  Plaintiff  rested  upon  proof  of  the  payment  of  the  money 
to  Heath,  and  that  he  had  not  accounted  for  it  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  which  occurred  in  January,  1882.  It  was  con- 
tended, however,  that  this  did  not  show  a  default  alter  the 
execution  of  the  bond.  But  we  have  held  that  the  tact  that 
he  received  the  money  so  shortly  before  the  execution  of  the 
bond  had  some  tendency  to  prove  that  it  was  in  his  hands 
when  the  bond  was  given.  It-has  an  equal  tendency  to  prove 
that  the  default  occurred  later.  The  action  is  at  law,  and  we 
will  not  disturb  the  finding  of  the  court  if  there  was  any  evi« 
denoe  which  reasonably  sustains  it  Considering  the  short 
period  of  time  which  elapsed  between  the  payment  of  the 
mcmey  to  Heath  and  the  execution  of  the  bond,  the  presiim]^ 
tion  reasonably  is,  that  he  held  it  when  the  bond  was  accepted, 
and  that  the  default  occurred  subsequently  to  that. 

The  finding  of  the  district  court  on  the  questaon  cannot 
therefore  be  disturbed. 

Affirmed* 

FniDixcn  wol  vevbb  bb  DnmrtsiD  mnjBH  Clumly  Wwnms  8m 

SUBXTT  OH  QVAKDIAKfS  BOXTD  IB  LlABLB  foT  mOSOttyn  IB  giutfdiaa*s  Imdi 
at  the  tima  of  the  ezeoatioa  of  the  bondt  thoDgh  received  pnvioaalys  M^ 
IhweUr.  OaUweH  16  Am.  Deo.  63fi. 


Jeffbibs  u  Budloff. 

pS  Iowa,  6ai 

ATMnHiiBHT— FBAonoB— Ambkbpo  BsnTBHS.— libend  diMntion  li 
repoeed  in  tbe  oourt  npon  due  notice  to  partiee  advereely  interested  ie 
Binend  retoxne  on  proceei.  A.BheriflF's  return  may  be  amended  after  ai 
well  aa  before  hie  term  of  office  hat  expired;  nor  ia  it  aTalid  objaetioii  t» 
enoh  amendment  that  an  action  haaftd  on  the  retnm  ia  pending  ecnuMt  the 
eheriff;  and  each  return  may  alao  be  amended,  althoa|^  Jnd^BiaDt  hai 
been  rendered  in  the  aotiaii»  and  nearlyfifteen  moatha  havealiqgead 
tiie  retoni  was  made. 
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April. — SupBxm  Ck>UBT  will  not  Intebvbbb  with  Finding  upon 
groond  that  eridflooe  does  not  rapport  aotion  of  trial  court  in  permitting 
•heiiff  to  amend  return. 

Bbbor  ifUBT  Aftibicatiyxlt  Afpiae  or  Rboobd.  The  rapreme  court 
cannot  prerame  error  or  pan  upon  question  not  so  appetring  of  record. 

BdlUn$  and  Frink,  and  L,  A.  Berry y  for  the  appellant 
Warren  and  Bwhanan^  for  the  appellee. 

Seevebb,  J.  In  January,  1885,  the  plaintiff  commenced  an 
action  on  a  lease  against  the  defendant,  in  which  a  landlord's 
attachment  was  issued.  The  attachment  was  placed  in  the 
hands  of  F.  A.  Eastman,  who  at  that  time  was  sheriff;  and  his 
deputy  made  return  on  the  writ  that  he  had  attached  certain 
property,  among  which  was  about  '^  460  bushels  of  com  in  the 
crib."  Eastman's  term  of  office  expired  in  January,  1885, 
and  in  March  thereafter  the  plaintiff  obtained  judgment  in 
0aid  action,  and  an  order  for  the  sale  of  the  attached  property. 
A  special  execution  was  issued  on  the  judgment  for  the  sale 
of  such  property,  and  the  sheriff  made  return  thereon  that  he 
had  made  diligent  search  for  the  property,  but  was  unable  to 
find  it.  In  May,  1886,  the  plaintiff  commenced  an  action 
against  Eastman  for  such  damages  as  he  had  sustained  because 
Eastman  had  failed  to  "  turn  over  and  deliver  to  his  successor 
in  office  the  attached  property."  Eastman  appeared,  and  ob- 
tained  until  the  next  or  December  term  to  answer,  and  the 
cause  was  continued.  In  May,  1886,  Eastman  filed  a  motiop 
in  the  original  action  of  Jeffriee  v.  Rudloffy  to  amend  the  r^ 
turn  on  the  writ  of  attachment  so  as  to  show  ''that  the  amount 
of  com  in  the  crib  was  about  200  instead  of  450  bushels,  as 
stated  in  said  return,  and  to  further  amend  the  return  by 
stating  therein  the  disposition  that  was  made  of  the  prop- 
erty levied  upon."  This  motion  was  supported  by  affidavits. 
The  court  sustained  the  motion,  and  ordered  that  said  ''return 
be  amended  as  prayed  therein";  to  which  the  defendant  ex- 
cepted. 

1.  It  is  contended  by  the  counsel  for  appellant  that  the 
court  erred  in  permitting  the  retum  to  be  amended,  because 
the  term  of  office  of  the  sheriff  had  expired  when  the  amend- 
ment was  made.  A  liberal  discretion  is  reposed  in  the  court, 
upon  due  notice  to  parties  adversely  interested,  to  permit  re- 
turns on  process  to  be  amended  for  the  purpose  of  correcting 
mistakes;  and  the  fact  that  the  term  of  office  of  the  sheriff 
had  expired  is  not  a  valid  objection  to  the  exercise  of  this 
|K>wer.    There  is  no  reason  why  such  amendment  should  not 


656  Jeffries  v,  Rudloff.  [I<Mr% 

be  permitted  after  as  well  as  before  the  sheriff'a  term  of  office 
has  expired.  The  authorities  are  not  entirely  in  accord  on 
this  subject;  but  in  Freeman  on  Executions  it  is  said:  '*But 
in  nearly  all  the  states  a  return  may  be  amended  after  as  well 
as  before  the  sheriff  has  gone  out  of  office."  In  support  of  this 
proposition,  the  author  cites  Adams  v.  Robinson^  1  Pick.  4G1; 
Wilson  V.  -Bay,  T.  U.  P.  Charlt.  109;  Johnson  v.  Donnell,  15 
111.  97;  Newton  y.  PraXKer,  1  Duvall,  100;  Keen  v.  Briggs,  46 
Me.  467;  Miles  v.  Davis^  19  Mo.  408.  See  also  Murfree  on 
Sheriffs,  sec.  879.  These  authorities  support  the  stated  propo- 
sition. 

2.  It  is  insisted  that  the  court  had  no  discretion  in  the 
premises,  and  should  not  have  permitted  the  amendment  to 
be  made,  because  an  action  was  pending  against  the  BherifT 
based  on  the  return.  But  this  is  not  a  valid  objection.  In 
Freeman  on  Executions,  section  359,  it  is  said  that  such  is  the 
rule  in  some  states,  but  that  ^4n  the  vast  majority  of  states 
the  rule  is  otherwise;  and  the  pendency  of  a  motion  or  action, 
instead  of  subverting  the  power  of  amendment,  is  the  most 
frequent  occasion  in  which  the  power  is  invoked."  As  sup- 
porting the  text,  the  author  cites  Hodges  v.  Laird^  10  Ala.  678; 
Niolin  V.  Hamner,  22  Id.  578;  Gorham  v.  Hood,  27  Ga.  299; 
TrotUr  v.  Parker,  88  Miss.  478;  People  v.  Ames,  35  N.  Y.  482; 
91  Am.  Dec  64;  Thomas  v.  Browder,  33  Tex.  783;  Wardstoorth 
T«  MiUer,  4  Gratt.  99.  These  cases  have  all  been  examined, 
and  they  fully  support  the  rule  stated. 

3.  It  is  urged  that  a  return  of  a  sheriff  cannot  be  amended 
by  leave  of  the  court  after  judgment  in  the  action,  because  of 
the  length  of  time  that  had  elapsed.  The  return  was  made 
on  the  ninth  day  of  March,  1885,  and  the  motion  for  leave  to 
amend  it  was  made  in  May,  1886.  The  fact  that  judgment 
was  rendered  is  immaterial  as  between  the  sheriff  and  the 
parties.  Ordinarily  the  sheriff  cannot  be  subjected  to  liability 
for  a  false  return,  or  on  the  return  if  it  is  in  accordance  with 
the  facts,  until  final  judgment  has  been  rendered  in  the  ac- 
tion. The  time  within  which  a  return  can  be  amended  cannot 
be  limited.  In  the  exercise  of  the  discretion  reposed  in  the 
courts,  it  is  obvious  they  must  be  governed  by  the  circum- 
stances of  each  particular  case.  The  length  of  time  which 
had  elapsed  in  this  case  was  less  than  fifteen  months.  Such 
amendments  have  been  allowed  after  the  lapse  of  a  much 
longer  period.  See  the  cases  cited  in  the  note  to  section  351 
of  Freeman  on  Executions.     We  do  not  think  the  court 
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abused  the  discretion  with  which  it  is  invested  in  any  par- 
ticnlar.  The  return  as  amended  relates  back  to  the  time 
when  the  original  return  was  made.  If,  as  it  now  stands,  the 
return  is  false,  the  plaintiff  can  maintain  an  action  against  the 
sheriff  on  this  ground.  It  is  said  that  the  evidence  was  not 
sufBcient  to  justify  the  action  of  the  court;  but  we  cannot  in- 
terfere with  the  finding  for  this  reason.  Besides  this,  the 
abstract  does  not  contain  all  the  evidence  introduced  in  the 
district  court. 

4.  It  seems  to  be  assumed  by  counsel  that  the  sheriff  asked 
and  obtained  leave  to  amend  his  return,  so  as  to  show  that  he 
had  surrendered  the  corn  to  the  execution  defendant,  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  exempt;  and  counsel  contend  that  it  was 
not  exempt  because  of  a  provision  in  the  lease  to  the  effect 
that  all  exemptions  were  waived.  It  will  be  observed  that 
leave  was  asked  to  amend  the  return,  so  as  to  show  the  dispo- 
Bition  made  of  the  com,  and  the  motion  was  sustained;  but  the 
record  fails  to  show  what  amendment  was  in  fact  made.  It 
is  apparent,  therefore,  that  the  question  presented  is  not  be- 
fore us.  We  cannot  presume  error,  but  it  must  affirmatively 
appear.  Besides  this,  we  think  the  proper  time  to  present 
each  question  will  be  in  an  action  for  a  false  return,  if  the 
property  was  surrendered  as  exempt  when  it  was  not 

Affirmed*  

SnxBinr'B  Bbtubh  vtpov  Pbogbbs  mat  bb  AimnnED:  Bktir  r,  ScaimtUf 
70  Am.  Deo.  775;  JTet^T.  Ollnlaf^  61  Id.  648.  SobeldMitoretanioiiattMh- 
mmt,  in  Cody  ▼.  Quiim,'4^  Am.  Dm.  75. 

Ebboe  mm  AwwaauxrvMLY  Appbab  or  Rbocxbd:  OMUb  w.  MtOkmmift 
W  Am.  Deo.  545j  Bote  to  WheeUry.  Wiim,  91  Id.  196. 


Boyle  v.  Mabonby. 

f78  Iowa,  TQiJ 

Obsbb  DnoHiBonTO  Gabitishbb  on  Ezxodtion  n  not  ▲  Bab  to  an  action 
npon  the  judgment,  whereby  it  ia  sought  to  reeoh  reel  eetate,  the  tiile 
to  which  is  in  the  garnishee,  to  whom  it  is  alleged  to  have  been  con* 
Teyed  in  frand  of  creditors.  A  garnishment  proceeding  nnder  the  Iowa 
CJode,  sections  2986  and  2988,  is  entirely  distinct  from  and  does  not  in- 
▼olve  the  same  question  as  such  action  on  the  judgment^  nor  Is  it  in- 
tended to  reach  real  estate,  or  to  wanant  amcney  judgment  lor  itsTalue. 

VkAUiXTUEirT  CovYBTANOB — Eyzdbiiob. — Ciroumstances  may  show  that 
transaction  amounted  to  a  oouTeyanoe  In  fraud  of  creditors^  although 
AM.  St.  Rbp.,  VoXi.  v.— 43 
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moh  oonclarion  is  agaiiut  the  podtiTe  tertiiiiany  of  three  witneaae%  thn 
sloriee  being  unreMooeWe,  inoonsiBtent  with  each  other,  and  self-oontra- 
diofeoiy* 
BBBMif^f  Saul — Cbidrok's  Right  to  Issui  Exxcdtxox  aoaikht  Pbof* 
SBTT  OF  JuDOKEMT  DoTOR  Tbrmznatu  AT  DsBToa's  Dbatb,  mnd  in 
the  abaenoe  of  any  order  re-establUhing  that  rights  a  sale  and  deed  of 
moh  property  under  the  execution  are  ineffectual  for  the  enforoement  of 
any  right  held  by  the  creditor  against  the  debtor. 

FftAUDITLIirT  C0MWTA19C&  —  JUNIOR  JUOOMXNT  CRJU>nX>R  TaXRS  PbIORXTT 

ovsR  THB  SxNioR  WHIN  Hm  FiRaT  IwiffAWTiM  Prockidikgs  to  recoTor 
property  which  the  debtor  baa  frandulenUy  conveyed  away. 
JuDQiORT  Lnv  ON  Land  TbrminatUp  under  the  statute  of  Iowa  (Code^ 
aection  2882),  where  more  than  ten  yean  have  elapsed  since  ita  rendi* 
tionf  and  where  no  steps  have  during  that  time  been  taken  to  preserro 
er  rerive  such  lien.  A  junior  lien  placed  upon  the  land  after  the  ozpii»- 
tiott  of  such  time  takea  precedence,  and  the  former  judgment  cannot  tinea 
be  rerired  by  its  owner  so  aa  to  stand  as  the  first  lien. 

Action  in  equity.    Judgment  for  plaintiffs,  appeal  by  de- 
fendants.   Section  2986  of  the  code  of  Iowa  provides  that  ^  a 
garnishee  may,  at  any  time  after  answer,  exonerate  himself 
from  further  responsibility  by  paying  over  to  the  sheriff  the 
amount  owing  by  him  to  the  defendant,  and  placing  at  the 
sheriff's  disposal  the  property  of  the  defendant,  or  so  much  of 
said  debts  and  property  as  is  equal  to  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty to  be  attached,  all  of  which  may  afterwards  be  treated  as 
though  attached  in  the  usual  manner/'    Section  2988  relates 
to  judgment  in  said  process,  and  provides  that  if  "it  is  made 
to  appear  "  in  any  of  the  methods  provided  by  the  preceding 
sections  of  the  code  relating  to  garnishment  "that  the  gar- 
nishee was  indebted  to  the  defendant  or  had  any  of  the  de- 
fendant's property  in  his  hands,  either  at  the  time  of  being 
served  with  the  garnishee  notice  aforesaid  or  at  any  time  sub- 
sequent thereto,  he  is  liable  to  the  plaintiff,  in  case  judgment 
is  finally  recovered  by  him,  to  the  full  amount  of  that  judg* 
ment,  or  to  the  amount  of  such  indebtedness  and  of  the  prop- 
erty so  held  by  him,  and  a  conditional  judgment  shall  be 
entered  up  against  him  accordingly,  unless  he  prefers  paying 
or  delivering  the  same  to  the  sheriff  as  above  provided." 

Lake  and  Harmon^  for  the  appellants. 

C  E.  Bronson  and  Charles  E.  Raneievj  for  the  appellee. 

Rbbd,  J.  On  the  eighth  day  of  November,  1876,  plaintiff 
recovered  a  judgment  against  James  and  Mary  E.  Maroney 
for  five  hundred  dollars,  and  one  against  James  Maroney 
alone  for  sixteen  hundred  dollars.     These  judgments  were 
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rendered  in  an  action  broaglit  by  plaintiff  for  the  recovery  of 
damages  caused  by  the  unlawful  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors 
to  her  husband.  The  petition  in  the  action  was  filed  on  the 
tenth  day  of  February,  1876,  and  the  original  notice  was 
eerved  on  James  Maroney  on  the  same  day,  and  on  Mary  E. 
Maroney  on  the  2d  of  May  following.  On  the  Ist  of  March, 
1876,  the  Maroneys  conveyed  the  real  estate  in  question  to  de- 
fendant, Bridget  Ryan.  The  title  to  the  property  at  that  time 
was  in  Mary  E.  Maroney.  It  had  formerly  been  in  James 
Maroney,  but  he  had  conveyed  it,  on  the  4th  of  June,  1873,  to 
Anthony  McEemey,  and  Mary  E.  (who  was  his  wife)  joined 
in  the  conveyance.  On  the  16th  of  January,  1874,  McKemey 
conveyed  it  to  Mary  E.  Maroney,  who,  on  the  seventeenth  day 
of  April,  1875,  conveyed  it  to  Patrick  McKemey,  and  he,  on 
the  8th  of  June  following,  reconveyed  it  to  Mrs.  Maroney.  On 
the  29th  of  October,  1874,  a  judgment  was  rendered  in  the  dis- 
trict court  in  favor  of  the  defendant  Wallace  Francis  against 
James  and  Mary  E.  Maroney  for  $1,160,  and  the  property  was 
sold  on  execution  issued  on  that  judgment,  Francis  being  the 
purchaser,  and  he  subsequently  obtained  a  sheriff's  deed 
therefor.  The  sale  was  on  the  18th  of  November,  1882,  and 
the  deed  to  Francis  was  executed  on  the  20th  of  November, 
1883.  This  suit  was  instituted  on  the  9th  of  April,  1877,  but 
was  not  determined  in  the  circuit  court  until  December  6, 
1886. 

Mary  E.  Maroney  died  during  the  pendency  of  the  action, 
and  before  the  execution  was  issued  on  which  the  property 
was  sold  to  Francis.  After  this  suit  was  commenced,  plain- 
tiff caused  execution  to  be  issued  on  these  judgments,  on  which 
the  defendant  Bridget  Ryan  was  garnished.  She  appeared 
and  answered,  denying  that  she  was  in  any  manner  indebted 
to  either  of  the  Maroneys,  or  that  she  had  in  her  possession, 
or  under  her  control,  any  moneys,  property,  rights,  or  credits 
belonging  to  them.  She  was  examined  fully  touching  the 
conveyance  of  the  property  in  question  to  her,  and  the  con- 
sideration paid  by  her  for  it.  But  no  pleading  was  filed 
controverting  her  answer,  and  the  court  entered  an  order  dis- 
eharging  her  as  garnishee.  The  ground  upon  which  relief  is 
demanded  against  her  in  this  action  is,  that  the  property  in 
tact  belonged  to  James  Maroney,  and  the  conveyances  by 
which  the  title  to  it  was  vested  in  Mrs.  Maroney,  as  well  as 
that  by  which  it  was  conveyed  to  her,  were  without  consider- 
ation, and  were  all  made  for  the  fraudulent  purpose  of  covei^ 
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ing  the  property  from  his  creditors.  In  addition  to  her  denial 
of  the  allegations  of  fraud,  she  pleaded  the  garnishment  pro- 
ceedings in  bar,  all^png  that  the  order  of  discharge  was  an 
adjudication  of  the  questions  involved. 

Francis  was  made  a  party  to  the  action  by  an  amendment 
to  the  petition  which  was  filed  in  January,  1885.  That  plead- 
ing alleged  the  rendition  of  the  judgment  in  his  favor,  the 
sale  of  the  property,  and  the  execution  of  the  sheriff's  deed  to 
him;  also  the  death  of  Mrs.  Maroney  before  the  issuance  of 
the  execution,  and  that  no  order  of  court  was  made  for  the 
sale  of  her  property  in  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  before 
the  writ  was  issued;  and  the  prayer  was  for  the  setting  aside 
of  the  sheriff's  deed,  and  for  general  relief.  The  decree  of 
the  circuit  court  adjudges  that  the  deeds  under  which  Mrs. 
Ryan  holds  the  title  to  the  property  are  fraudulent,  directs 
their  cancellation,  and  subjects  the  property  to  sale  in  satis- 
faction of  plaintiff's  judgments.  It  also  sets  aside  the  sher- 
iff's sale  and  deed  under  which  Francis  claims,  but  restores 
the  lien  of  his  judgment  upon  the  property. 

1.  As  to  the  matter  pleaded  in  bar  by  the  defendant  Ryan: 
the  order  of  the  court  discharging  her  as  garnishee  is  not  an 
adjudication  of  the  questions  here  involved.  All  that  can  be 
claimed  for  the  order  is,  that  it  determines  that  she  was  not 
indebted  to  the  Maroneys,  and  that  she  did  not  have  in  her 
possession  any  property  belonging  to  them  which  could  be 
reached  by  the  process  of  garnishment.  It  is  doubtful  whether 
in  any  case  real  estate  belonging  to  the  debtor,  the  title  to 
which  is  in  the  garnishee,  can  be  reached  by  that  process. 
The  general  rule  is,  that  it  cannot:  See  Wade  on  Attachment, 
sec.  407;  Drake  on  Attachment,  sec.  465.  Clearly  this  is  so 
where  the  property  has  been  conveyed  in  fraud  of  the  rights 
of  the  creditor.  The  garnishee  can  be  charged  only  in  case  it 
is  shown  that  he  is  indebted  to  the  defendant,  or  that  he  holds 
property  belonging  to  him:  Code,  sec.  2988.  But  in  that  case 
the  real  estate  does  not  belong  to  the  debtor.  The  fraudulent 
conveyance,  although  void  as  to  the  creditor,  divests  the 
grantor  of  all  interest  in  the  property.  The  grantee  is  charged 
with  no  trust  with  reference  to  it,  and  it  can  be  reached  in  his 
hands,  and  subjected  to  the  judgment  of  the  creditor's  claim 
only  in  a  proceeding  in  which  the  court  can,  by  proper  judg- 
ment, divest  him  of  the  title,  and  condemn  the  property  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  judgment  against  the  debtor.  That  cannot 
ordinarily  be  done  in  a  garnishment  proceediog.    The  statute 
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^Code,  see.  2988)  defines  the  extent  of  the  power  of  the  oonrt 
in  the  rendition  of  judgment  against  the  garnishee.  It  may 
render  judgment  against  him  for  the  amount  of  his  indebted* 
ness  to  the  defendant,  or  the  value  of  the  property  held  by  him. 
But  he  has  the  right  in  every  case  to  exonerate  himself  before 
judgment,  by  paying  the  money  to  the  sheriff,  or  by  placing 
the  property  at  his  disposal:  Id.,  sec.  2986.  He  could  not  do 
tber  latter  as  to  real  estate  the  title  to  which  is  in  him;  for 
BQch  property  is  at  the  disposal  of  the  sheriff  only  when  the 
one  holding  the  title  is  divested  of  it,  and  that  can  be  done 
only  by  conveyance,  or  the  judgment  of  a  competent  court 
He  clearly  cannot  convey  the  property  to  the  sheriff,  and  the 
provision  is  not  capable  of  any  interpretation  under  which  he 
could  be  required  to  reconvey  it  to  the  grantor.  It  clearly  was 
not  the  intent  of  the  legislature  that  real  estate  so  held  should 
he  reached  by  that  process,  or  that  one  holding  the  title  to  it 
ehould  be  charged  in  the  proceeding  with  a  money  judgment 
for  its  value.  The  questions  involved  in  this  proceeding,  then, 
could  not  have  been  adjudicated  in  that  Nor  was  there  any 
attempt  to  litigate  them. 

2.  We  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  set  out  the  evidence  as 
to  the  fraudulent  character  of  the  transfers.  It  is  sufficient 
to  say  that  it  clearly  sustains  the  finding  of  the  district  court 
on  that  question.  The  property  belonged  originally  to  James 
Haroney.  The  conveyances  by  which  the  title  became  vested 
in  his  wife  were  all  without  consideration,  and  were  made,  as 
we  are  satisfied,  for  the  purpose  of  covering  it  from  the  liabili- 
ties he  was  incurring  in  the  unlawful  business  in  which  he 
was  engaged.  The  conveyance  to  Mrs.  Ryan  was  made  soon 
after  plaintiff's  original  suit  was  instituted,  which  was  against 
both  James  Maroney  and  his  wife.  We  are  satisfied  that  it 
was  without  consideration,  and  was  made  for  the  purpose  of 
covering  the  property  from  any  judgment  which  might  be  ob- 
tained in  that  action.  This  conclusion  is  reached,  it  is  true, 
against  the  positive  testimony  of  both  the  Maroneys  and  Mrs. 
Ryan.  But  the  circumstances  of  the  transaction  satisfy  us 
that  that  was  the  real  character  of  the  transaction.  Their 
stories  are  unreasonable,  inconsistent  with  each  other,  and 
eelf-contradictory,  and  the  ultimate  conclusion  which  they 
seek  to  establish  cannot  be  accepted. 

3.  We  come  now  to  the  questions  arising  on  the  appeal  of 
defendant  Francis.  It  will  be  borne  in  mind  that  his  judg* 
ment  is  against  both  James  and  Mary  E.  Maroney,  and  that 
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the  title  to  the  land  wae  in  Maiy  B.  when  that  judgment 
tendered.    It  therefore^  as  against  her,  became  a  Uem  upon 
the  property,  regardless  of  the  character  of  the  conyejsxkcem 
nnder  which  she  held  it;  and  when  the  conveyance  was  made 
to  Mrs.  Ryan,  she  took  the  property  subject  to  that  lien.    If 
Francis  had  proceeded  to  sell  it  during  the  lifetime  of  Mary 
E.  Maroney,  the  purchaser  would  probably  have  taken  it  dis^ 
charged  of  any  right  or  equity  in  the  plaintiff.    For,  as  the 
judgment  was  a  lien  against  her,  he  had  no  occasion  to  insti- 
tute any  proceedings  to  subject  it  to  his  judgment  as  the  prop- 
erty of  James  Maroney,  but  could  have  sold  it  as  her  property 
in  satisfaction  of  the  judgment    If  he  had  taken  that  course, 
plaintiff's  only  remedy  would  probably  have  been  to  redeem 
from  the  sale.    But  he  did  not  take  Uiat  course.    He  waited 
until  after  her  death,  and  then  issued  his  execution,  and  sold 
the  property.    But  his  right  to  issue  an  execution  against  her 
property  terminated  at  her  death:  Welch  v.  Battem^  47  Iowa, 
147;  and  in  the  absence  of  any  order  or  proceeding  re-estab- 
lishing his  right,  the  sale  and  deed  are  ineffectual  for  the 
enforcement  of  any  right  which  he  held  as  against  her.    80 
far  as  his  lien  as  against  her  is  concerned,  then,  his  condition 
was  not  changed  by  the  sale  and  deed.    But  his  right  to 
enforce  the  judgment  as  against  James  Maroney  continued. 
But,  treating  the  sale  as  a  sale  of  the  property  of  that  defend- 
ant, it  is,  as  against  plaintiff,  unavailing,  for  the  reason  that 
the  title  was  not  in  him.    Regarding  the  sale,  then,  as  having 
been  made  for  the  enforcement  of  the  judgment  against  James 
Maroney,  which  is  the  only  light  in  which  it  can  be  regarded, 
the  case  comes  within  the  settled  rule  that  when  a  junior 
judgment  creditor  first  institutes  proceedings  to  uncover  the 
property  which  the  debtor  has  fraudulently  conveyed  away, 
he  takes  priority  over  the  senior:  Bridgman  v.  McKtmck^  15 
Iowa,  260;  Howland  v.  KnoXy  69  Id.  46.    The  judgment  set- 
ting aside  the  sheriff's  sale  and  deed  to  Francis  is  therefore 
correct. 

4.  Plaintiff  appealed  from  the  provision  of  the  judgment 
which  re-establishes  the  lien  of  the  Francis  judgment  against 
the  property.  She  does  not  object  to  the  establishment  of  the 
lien  as  against  the  other  defendants,  but  claims  that  it  should 
be  made  subordinate  to  her  lien.  And  we  think  the  claim 
must  be  allowed.  The  lien  of  that  judgment,  by  limitation  of 
statute,  terminated  before  the  rendition  of  the  judgment  in  this 
case,  more  than  ten  years  having  elapsed  since  its  rendition. 
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As  defendant  had  at  that  time  taken  no  steps  to  preserve  or 
revive  his  lien,  it  cannot  now  be  revived  as  against  plaintifif. 
The  judgment  will  be  modified  in  that  respect  In  all  other 
respects  it  will  be  aflSrmed. 

BxsuuTiaji  Ibbved  after  Dxatb  or  Judgmkht  Dkbtob,  without  Aut 
ftBTZTALi  18  Von>:  See  EWa  r.  KnoU^  74  Am.  Deo.  519;  Blatiia  t.  Sedor^  88 
Id.  780. 

LUR  OF  JuDOiODiT  WILL  VM  LoBT  IF  HOT  BxviYXD  before  expintifln  of 
•Utntory  period:  See  Isaac  t.  Swfft,  70  Am.  Dec.  808;  Lawmm  t.  Jardem^  70 
Id.  SQ6;  and  lee  noU  to  msrwm  ▼.  JJorriil,  M  Id.  22^246,  ca  tho  nb^^ 
§dre/ada»  to  reTire  Jndgmenti. 


Theleman  v.  Moelleb. 

[7t  Iowa,  108.1 

XnvLom  OAHHOT  BioovxB  FOB  NioiJoiirGB  OF  Oo-uTLOTn  mgjkgjsd  ia 
the  proMontion  of  a  oommon  bnsineea,  where  the  actum  ia  a^ynil  em- 
plojar* 

Wbo  IBS  FiiiLOw-ffBtTAiiTB— Quianov  OF  Fact  fob  Jubt. — Bmplojea 
who  la  charged  with  no  other  duty  than  to  inapect  mabhJnery,  in  the 
operation  of  which  injury  occnra,  ia  not  a  fellow-aervant  with  the  engi- 
neer. Bat  if  in  addition  to  its  care  and  inspection  the  employee  is  re- 
qnired  to  repair  the  machinery  when  broken  or  defeotiye^  and  also  to  ran 
tiia  engine  which  propels  it^  he  Is  a  fellow-aervant.  In  snob  case  the 
Issne  aa  to  whether  the  engineer  waa  a  fellow-aerranti  when  tha  eridence 
tended  to  show  that  his  negligence  caused  the  injury  oomplained  df 
ahoold  have  been  submitted  to  the  jnry^  and  a  refnaal  of  the  ooort  to  do 
constitatea  error. 


Heifis  and  Hirschlj  for  the  appellant. 
Oannan  and  McOnirk^  for  the  appellee. 

Bbck,  J.  The  petition  alleges  that  plaintiff  was  employed 
by  defendant  to  operate  a  machine  for  sawing,  and,  while  in 
the  discharge  of  the  duties  of  such  employment,  with  due 
care,  received  an  injury  causing  the  loss  of  a  hand;  that  the 
machine  was  negligently  constructed  and  defective,  and  "  de- 
fendant did  not  exercise  due  and  reasonable  care  in  keeping 
it  in  proper  working  order.''  Among  other  defenses,  the 
defendant  aUeges  in  his  answer,  that  if  there  was  any  negli- 
gence causing  the  injury,  it  was  on  the  part  of  a  co-employee 
of  plaintiff  in  operating  the  machine,  for  which  defendant  is 
not,  under  the  law,  liable.  The  issue  presented  by  this  defense 
the  district  court  failed  to  state  to  the  jury,  and  gave  no  in- 
struction as  to  the  law  relating  thereto.  The  evidence  tends 
to  show  that  the  machinery  was  in  charge  of  an  employee  who 
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WM  the  engiDaer  and  machiiUBt  of  the  maniifiM^tory.  Hja 
doty  required  him  to  run  the  engine,  and  keep  the  saw  and 
attachments  and  other  machinery  in  proper  order,  and,  in 
case  any  of  the  machinery  wae  broken  or  became  defective, 
to  repair  it  The  evidence  tended  to  ftirther  ehow  that  the 
injury  resulted  from  a  defective  and  wom-ont  rope,  support- 
ing a  weight  intended  to  keep  the  saw  in  place,  which  broke, 
permitting  the  saw  to  fly  forward  and  strike  the  hand  of 
plaintiff. 

2.  It  is  the  role  of  this  eoort  that  an  employee  cannot,  in 
an  action  against  his  employer,  recover  for  the  negligence  of  a 
co-employee  engaged  in  the  prosecution  of  a  common  business. 
But  this  rule  does  not  extend  to  an  employee  who  is  charged 
with  no  other  duty  than  to  inspect  the  machinery,  in  the  opera- 
tion of  which  the  injury  occurs:  Brawn  v.  Chicago  etc.  Ry  Co.j  53 
Iowa,  595;  86  Am.  Bep.  248.  But  the  engineer,  it  will  be  seen 
from  the  statement  of  the  evidence  just  made,  was  not  confined 
by  his  duty  to  the  mere  inspection  of  the  machinery.  He  had 
it  in  charge,  was  required  to  see  that  it  was  in  good  condition, 
and  to  repair  it  when  broken  or  defective.  These  duties  were 
not  separated  from  the  operation  of  the  machinery.  The  en- 
gineer  and  plaintiff  together  operated  it.  The  engine  furnished 
the  motive  power  propelling  the  saw,  which  did  the  work  of 
sawing, — the  very  purpose  for  which  both  engine  and  saw 
were  used.  The  saw  could  not  be  operated  without  the  en- 
gine.  The  engineer  was  engaged  in  operating  the  saw.  He 
was  therefore  a  co-employee  of  plaintiff  in  the  common  busi- 
ness of  both.  It  was  not  competent  for  the  court  to  hold  that 
the  evidence  fails  to  establish  facts  showing  the  relation  of 
engineer  and  plaintiff.  This  was  a  question  for  the  jury  which 
should  have  been  submitted  to  them  with  proper  instructimis. 
But  the  district  court  withheld  the  issue  as  to  whether  the 
plaintiff  and  engineer  were  co-employees  from  the  jury.  This 
was  error,  for  which  the  judgment  must  be  reversed. 

Other  questions  in  the  case  need  not  be  considered. 

Beversed.  

BicpLoni  GAinroT  Bioovxb  ior  Injubt  Caussd  bt  NBauoxvoi  ov 
Oo-XMPLOTBi^  except  under  oortain  cireamstanoes,  which  are  itated  in  J<mm 
V.  Old  DomMm  CoUm  MUU,  8  Am.  St.  Bep.  92,  and  note. 

Who  ABM  FvLLOW-SEBVAinB:  See  LchubMb  ete.JLS.O(k  r,  Brookes  Adm% 
4  Am.  St.  Bep.  135,  and  note  142,  and  Krogg  ▼.  Atkmia  tU.  JL  R,  Cx*  4  Id. 
79»  and  note  85,  holding  that  where  aenranta  are  not  co-eqoala,  one  ezerda- 
Ing  aapermion  over  the  other,  that  they  are  not  fellow-senrants  within  the 
rule  that  the  maater  u  not  responaible  for  the  negligence  of  a  f ellow-eerrmnl. 
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Abbaham  V.  Dayenpobt. 

\n  Iowa,  ilLJ 

Obbivast  OnncB  FumnrruBi  or  a  Lawtzb  is  Bxxicft  from  Bxiootioii, 
and  is  oorered  by  Mction  3072  of  the  Iowa  Code,  which  provides  thai 
the  proper  tools,  instraments,  etc,  of  a  lawyer  shall  be  exempt,  and 
where  a  landlord's  attaehment  is  issued  and  levied  npon  sach  furnitors 
it  should  be  discharged  on  motion. 


Appeal  by  defendant  from  order  of  court  overruling  motion 
to  discharge  landlord's  attachment  issued  and  levied  upon 
office  furniture. 

John  0.  Malcolm^  for  the  appellant. 
Gleaaon  and  HasheU^  for  the  appellee. 

Adams,  C.  J.  The  defendant  showed,  in  support  of  his  mo- 
tion,  that  he  is  the  head  of  a  family,  and  is  an  attorney  at  law, 
and  engaged  in  the  practice;  that  the  property  was  in  use  by 
him  as  such  attorney,  and  necessary  to  enable  him  to  carry  on 
his  law  business,  and  was  purchased  before  the  debt  sued  on 
was  contracted. 

Under  section  8072  of  the  Code,  the  proper  tools,  instru- 
ments, and  books  of  a  lawyer,  if  the  head  of  a  family,  are 
exempt  from  execution.  The  question  presented  is  as  to 
whether  the  ordinary  office  furniture  of  a  lawyer  necessary 
to  enable  him  to  carry  on  his  business  can,  witUn  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute,  be  deemed  his  instruments.  We  observe, 
for  instance,  that  one  of  the  articles  attached  is  the  defend- 
ant's office  table.  Strictly  speaking,  perhaps  a  table  is  not  an 
instrument  Its  general  use  is  such  that  the  word  *'  instru- 
ment" seems  inapplicable.  But  it  should  be  borne  in  mind 
that  a  lawyer's  table  is  used  specifically  in  his  employment; 
it  is  one  of  the  things  which  he  employs  as  a  means  in  the 
accomplishment  of  his  work.  Tho  fact  that  a  table,  in  its 
general  use,  is  not  an  instrument,  is  not  important.  It  ap- 
pears quite  dififerent  when  it  is  adopted  specifically  as  a  means 
in  an  employment.  It  then  fulfills  all  the  essential  ideas  of 
an  instrument,  and  that  unquestionably  is  the  important  con- 
aideration.  It  is  the  policy  of  the  law  that  every  man  who 
is  the  head  of  a  family  shall  be  allowed,  as  far  as  possible, 
to  follow  his  chosen  vocation.  It  is  better  ordinarily,  we  pre- 
sume, even  for  the  creditor,  that  the  debtor  should  not  be  de- 
prived of  the  instruments  of  his  vocation,  and  so  turned  aside 
to  something  for  which  he  is  unprepared,  and  which  conse- 
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quentlj  would  be  lees  remunerative.  It  is  true  that  not  eyery- 
thing  with  which  the  head  of  a  family  earns  his  living  is 
exempt  to  him.  Machinery  is  not  exempt.  It  is  proper  that 
the  exemption  should  be  more  limited.  The  creditor's  rights 
must  be  considered  as  well  as  the  debtor's.  But  the  value  to 
a  lawyer  of  the  ordinary  office  furniture  which  he  uses  in  doing 
his  work  is  so  much  greater  than  it  can  be  to  his  creditors^ 
that  we  think  it  comes  within  the  spirit  of  the  exemption  stat- 
ute, and  that  the  court  erred  in  not  sustaining  the  defendant's 
motion  {or  a  discharge  of  the  attachment 
Beversed.  

ExEMRKur  OF  "Tools  akd  Jwri.pnniTa,''  what  vtiolas an  wiOiiiu  Bm 
note  to  JCK&Mm  v.  Demming^  21  Am.  Deo.  645-663. 


Tatlob  County  v.  Eraa. 

[7t  Iowa,  ifii.] 

OmOLiL  BoHSB.  — Where  a  bond  is  deUveied  to  third  pereona,  itho  aftar- 
warda  deliver  it  to  the  obligee,  and  rach  bond  is  not  depoaited  aa  an 
eeerow,  it  cannot  be  avoided  by  the  snretiea  upon  the  groond  that  they 
aigned  the  bond  npon  the  condition  that  it  should  not  be  delivered 
unlesa  it  shoold  be  ezecated  by  other  persons,  who  did  not  execute  it^ 
and  that  the  ownership  of  more  property  should  be  qoalified  to^  whxdi 
waa  not  done,  when  it  appears  tiiat  the  obligee  had  no  notice  of  Eosik 
conditions,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  bond  or  the  manner  of  its  execa- 
tion  to  pat  him  on  inquiry,  and  also  that  he  has  been  induced  npon  the 
faith  of  such  bond  to  act  to  his  own  prejudice;  nor  is  there  enongh  in 
the  fact  that  it  did  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  bond  that  the  soreties 
had  qualified  to  the  ownership  of  sufficient  ^operty  to  afford  any  war- 
rant for  the  inference  that  the  agreement  alleged  had  been  made^  nor  is 
the  bond  invalid  on  that  account:  Iowa  Code,  sec  688. 

Action  upon  bond  given  to  the  plaintiff  county  to  recover 
for  claimed  default  made  by  the  treasurer  of  the  county. 
Appeal  by  defendant  sureties  from  verdict  and  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff. 

O.  B,  Haddock^  /,  L.  Braw%  and  Charles  Thoma*^  for  the 
appellants. 

L,  EvanSj  W,  W.  Morsman^  and  J.  P.  Flich^  for  the  appellee. 

Adams,  C.  J.  The  appellant  sureties  claim  that  the  bond 
has  no  validity  as  to  them,  because,  as  they  allege,  the  bond 
was  signed  with  conditions,  and  not  to  be  delivered  until  the 
conditions  should  be  performed;  the  conditions  being  thai 
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the  signatures  of  other  persons  should  be  obtained,  and  that 
the  persons  signing  the  bond  should  qualify  as  the  owners  of 
property  amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  sixty-five  thousand 
dollars,  which  was  not  done.  It  appears,  we  think,  from  the 
eyidence,  that  the  appellant  sureties,  after  signing  the  bond, 
left  it  ¥dth  one  Johnson  and  one  Dunlavey;  that  the  under* 
standing  between  them  and  Johnson  and  Dunlavey  was,  that 
it  was  to  be  delivered  only  after  the  conditions  above  men* 
tioned  had  been  performed;  that  the  principal  in  the  bond, 
however,  procured  the  bond  from  them  in  violation  of  tho 
understanding,  and  presented  it  to  the  board  of  supervisors, 
who  approved  it;  that  they  did  so,  however,  without  knowl- 
edge of  the  conditions,  and  without  knowledge  that  the  samo 
had  ever  been  deposited  with  Johnson  and  Dunlavey  for  any 
purpose. 

It  is  conceded  by  the  appellants  that,  if  they  had  deliv* 
ered  the  bond  to  the  principal  with  the  same  understanding,, 
his  delivery  would  be  a  good  delivery,  and  the  appellants 
would  be  precluded  from  setting  up  the  fact  that  the  bond 
was  signed  with  conditions,  unless  they  could  show  that  the 
supervisors  had  knowledge  of  the  conditions,  or  were  put  upon 
inquiry  in  respect  to  them.  The  law,  indeed,  is  well  settled, 
at  least  in  this  state,  that  in  such  case  the  sureties  would  bo 
deemed  to  have  clothed  the  principal  with  apparent  power  to 
deliver  the  bond:  CarrM  County  v.  Rugglesy  69  Iowa,  275. 
But  it  is  said  that  the  case  is  different  where  the  sureties  took 
the  precaution  to  put  the  bond  into  the  hands  of  a  third  per- 
son. To  this,  however,  we  have  to  say  that  it  appears  to  u» 
that  Johnson  and  Dunlavey  were  the  agents  solely  of  tho 
sureties,  and  if  the  bond  was  delivered  in  violation  of  tho 
conditions  upon  which  the  sureties  signed  it,  it  was  the  fault 
of  their  own  agents.  The  sureties  selected  untrustworthy  per- 
sons, and  the  loss  should  not  fall  upon  the  county,  who  had 
had  nothing  to  do  with  these  persons. 

If  the  supervisors  had  received  the  bond  from  Johnson  and 
Dunlavey,  it  may  be  that  they  would  have  been  charged  with 
the  duty  of  discovering  what  their  powers  were.  But  they  re- 
ceived the  bond  from  the  very  person  who  might  be  expected 
to  deliver  it,  and  who  had  the  apparent  power  to  deliver  it. 
If  we  should  sustain  the  appellants  in  their  defense,  no  such 
bond  oould  be  safely  accepted  by  a  board  of  supervisors, 
though  presented  by  the  principal,  until  they  had  brought  all 
the  sureties  before  them,  and  ascertained  from  them  upon 
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what  conditions,  if  any,  they  had  signed  the  hond;  and  if 
upon  any,  whether  they  had  been  performed. 

In  CarrM  County  v.  Ruggles^  above  cited,  this  conrt  said 
that  the  board  of  supervisors  should  not  be  required  to  compel 
the  attendance  of  the  sureties  to  official  bonds  to  ascertain 
whether  their  names  were  affixed  with  conditions;  that  they 
do  not,  indeed,  have  the  power  to  compel  their  attendance; 
and  that,  the  time  and  place  being  fixed  by  law  for  the  ap- 
proval of  such  bonds,  the  board  ought  not  to  be  expected  to 
travel  over  the  county  to  seek  out  and  interview  the  sureties 
upon  the  subject  of  their  obligations. 

The  appellants  rely  upon  DanieU  v.  Chnoerj  54  Iowa,  819. 
That  was  an  action  upon  a  non*negotiable  promissory  note, 
which  had  been  deposited  by  the  surety  with  a  third  person, 
and  which  afterwards  was  obtained  by  the  principal,  and  de- 
livered by  him  in  contravention  of  the  terms  imposed  by  the 
•urety.  It  was  held  that  the  surety  was  not  bound.  But  this 
court,  as  is  seen  in  Carroll  County  v.  RuggleSf  iupra^  does  not 
regard  the  ruling  in  Daniels  v.  Gower^  gupra^  as  applicable  to  a 
case  like  the  present,  arising  upon  an  official  bond  whoee  ac- 
ceptance and  approval  involve  the  discharge  of  an  official 
duty  at  a  fixed  time  and  place.  Besides,  it  is  proper  to  say 
that  the  ruling  in  DanieU  v.  Oower,  supra^  was  based  in  part 
upon  the  supposed  authority  of  Pepper  v.  State^  22  Ind.  399; 
85  Am.  Dec.  430.  But  the  latter  case  was  not,  in  fact,  an  au- 
thority, because  it  had  been  overruled  in  State  v.  Pepper^  31 
Id.  76  (87),  which  fact  was  not  brought  to  the  attention  of 
this  court.  While  the  ruling  in  DanieU  v.  Qower^  eupra^  is 
not  without  support,  its  correctness,  in  view  of  all  the  decisions 
bearing  on  the  question,  and  of  the  principle  involved,  may  be 
doubted. 

In  this  connection,  we  ought  to  notice  another  case  especially 
relied  upon  by  the  appellants,  and  that  is  Smith  v.  South  Royahon 
Banhj  82  Vt.  341;  76  Am.  Dec.  179.  In  that  case,  a  bond  and 
mortgage  had  been  deposited  with  one  Rolfe,  to  be  delivered 
when  certain  conditions  were  performed.  A  delivery  having 
been  made  without  the  performance  of  the  conditions,  it  was 
held  that  the  delivery  was  not  valid.  But  the  court  in  that 
case  regarded  the  deposit  with  Rolfe  of  such  a  character  that  the 
instruments  became  escrows.  Besides,  it  appears  that  when 
the  instruments  were  delivered,  it  was  known  that  they  came 
from  Rolfe's  hands,  who  was  a  special  agent;  and  it  was  held 
that,  that  fact  being  understood  by  the  parties,  the  party  to 
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whom  the  delivery  was  made  should  have  inquired  in  regard 
to  the  extent  of  his  powers. 

The  bond  sued  on  is  not,  in  our  opinion,  to  be  deemed  an 
escrow,  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  word.  It  was  deposited  with 
a  third  person  by  the  obligors  alone,  and  not  by  any  agree- 
ment between  them  and  the  obligee.  Nor  did  the  plainti£f 
have  any  knowledge  of  the  special  agents,  Johnson  and  Dun- 
lavey;  and  there  was  nothing,  so  far  as  we  can  see,  to  put  the 
board  upon  inquiry  in  respect  to  the  obligation  of  the  sureties. 
The  correct  rule  seems  to  be  expressed  in  State  v.  Pecky  53  Me. 
284.  The  court  said:  ^'A  bond  perfect  upon  its  face,  appar- 
ently duly  executed  by  all  whose  names  appear  therein,  pur- 
porting to  be  signed,  sealed,  and  delivered  by  the  several 
obligors,  and  actually  delivered  by  the  principal  without 
stipulation,  reservation,  or  condition,  cannot  be  avoided  by 
the  sureties  upon  the  ground  that  they  signed  it  upon  tho 
condition  that  it  should  not  be  delivered  unless  it  should  be 
executed  by  other  persons  who  did  not  execute  it,  when  it  ap- 
pears that  the  obligee  had  no  notice  of  such  condition,  and 
nothing  to  put  him  upon  inquiry  as  to  the  manner  of  its  exe- 
cution; and  also  that  he  has  been  induced,  upon  the  faith  of 
such  bond,  to  act  to  his  own  prejudice."  See  also,  in  this 
connection,  Dair  v.  United  States^  16  Wall,  1;  Deardorff  v. 
Faremnafij  24  Ind.  481;  Nash  v.  FugaU,  24  Oratt.  202  (208); 
18  Am.  Bep.  640;  Chicago  v.  Oage,  96  IlL  693. 

One  position  of  the  appellants  remains  to  be  noticed.  They 
claim  that  there  was  enough  upon  the  face  of  the  bond  in  suit 
to  put  the  supervisors  upon  inquiry.  The  fact  appears  to  be 
that  the  bond  did  not  comply  with  the  law,  in  that  it  did  not 
api)ear  that  the  sureties  had  qualified  to  the  ownership  of 
sufficient  property.  It  may  be  added  that  some  of  the  affida- 
vits for  the  quaUfication  of  sureties  had  been  partially  pre- 
pared, but  not  executed.  It  is  said  that  the  board  should 
have  seen  that  the  bond  was  not  as  the  appellants  expected  it 
would  be  when  it  should  be  delivered.  The  bond,  however, 
was  not  invalid  by  reason  of  its  non-compliance  with  the  law: 
Code,  sec.  688.  It  may  be  that  there  was  enough  upon  the 
face  of  the  transaction  to  lead  the  board  to  the  inference  that 
the  sureties  expected  that  the  aggregate  amount  of  property  to 
the  ownership  of  which  the  sureties  would  qualify  would  be 
larger  than  it  was,  or  that  the  bond  would  not  be  accepted. 
Bat  there  was  nothing  in  this,  we  think,  to  lead  to  the  infer- 
ence that  they  had  agreed  that  the  bond  should  not  be  deliv- 
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ered  until  othen  had  signed  it,  and  the  ownership  of  mora 
property  had  been  qualified  to.  Indeed,  the  stronger  the  ex- 
pectation which  the  sureties  might  have  entertained  that  the 
bond  would  not  be  accepted  as  it  was,  the  less  necessity  would 
there  seem  to  them  to  be  for  an  agreement  in  respect  to  its 
delivery.  Unless  the  board  had  reason  to  infer  something 
more  than  a  mere  expectation  on  the  part  of  the  snretieBy  it 
was  not,  we  think,  put  upon  inquiry. 
In  our  opinion,  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 


BOHD  SiaXID  OH    OOHDCTOH    THAT   OthEB   PCBaOXS  SHOULD   8lOH»   boft 

delivered  by  prineipel  without  the  Utter  ngnaturei^  haa  been  held  to  bm 
▼alid  if  the  obligee  bed  no  notioe  of  each  oondition:  CarroU  Co,  t.  Ruggiu^  68 
Am.  Rep.  223;  School  Trudee§  r.  Sheik,  69  Id.  830;  bnt  the  faot  that  motm 
namee  appear  in  the  body  of  the  bond  than  are  signed  to  it  appean  to  hM,vm 
been  regarded  aa  notioe:  See  P^por  ▼.  Siaie,  86  Am.  Deo.  490^  and  nolaf 
Ward  Y.Ohttm,  9^  Id.  748. 


National  Statb  Bank  of  Burlington  v.  Mobsb, 

Wilson,  &  Co, 

m  IdWA,  174.] 

DiUTiBT  ov  MosvQAoa  CAinror  Takx  Plagb  whkh  tri  MosxoAan  mam 
No  KirowLXDoa  TSBBaov;  and  if  a  mortgage  ia  filed  for  record  withosft 
hia  knowledge^  it  mnat  be  held  anbordinate  to  attaduneata  anbaeqiiflotfy 
leried;  and  an  aooeptanoe  of  the  mortgagee  by  the  mortgageee  aaba»> 
qnent  to  the  attachment  levy  does  not  relate  back  to  the  original  filing 
BO  aa  to  make  the  mortgage  lien  attach  aa  paramoont. 


Action  to  obtain  decree  that  certain  attachment  levies 
paramount  as  liens  over  certain  chattel  mortgages  held  by  de* 
fondants.    Decree  for  plaintiff.    Appeal  by  defendants. 

John  O.  Potoer^  Newman  and  Blake^  Oeorge  H.  Lane^  C.  Jtfar- 
bb,  T.  B.  Snyder^  John  Oreiner^  H.  F.  Rohde^  Thonuu  Redge^ 
and  Theodore  OueUch^  for  the  appellants. 

HaU  and  Hxuton^  and  P.  Henry  Smyth  and  Son^  for  the  ap> 
pellee. 

Adams,  C.  J.  The  defendants  Boesch  and  Bon  were  doing 
business  as  merchants  in  the  city  of  Burlington.  They  had 
become  largely  indebted  to  the  plaintiff,  and  to  a  considerable 
number  of  personal  friends  for  money  borrowed  to  enable  them 
to  carry  on  their  business.  They  had  also  become  indebted  to 
Tarious  persons  for  goods  purchased.    About  the  16th  of  May, 
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1885,  they  decided  to  execute  chattel  mortgages  upon  their 
Block  to  Uieir  personal  friends.  In  this  they  were  actuated  in 
party  no  doubt,  by  motiyes  of  friendship,  but  in  part  also,  wo 
think,  by  the  hope  of  being  able  to  hinder  and  delay  the  plain- 
tiff and  their  commercial  creditors.  Mortgages  were  accord- 
ingly drawn  and  filed  for  record.  The  next  day  the  plaintiff 
caused  a  writ  of  attachment  to  be  levied  upon  the  stock.  Sev- 
eral of  the  commercial  creditors  also  brought  actions,  and 
levied  upon  the  stock.  It  is  contended  by  the  plaintiff  and 
the  commercial  creditors  who  acquired  liens,  that  no  one  of  the 
chattel  mortgages  was  delivered  until  after  the  other  liens  had 
attached.  The  fact  is,  that  while  the  mortgages  were  executed 
and  filed  for  record  before  any  of  the  other  liens  attached,  the 
mortgagees  had  no  knowledge  at  that  time  of  the  execution 
and  filing  of  the  mortgages,  nor  does  it  appear  that  they  were 
executed  and  filed  in  accordance  with  a  previous  agreement. 
The  delivery,  then,  did  not  take  place  until  the  mortgagees 
had  knowledge  of  the  execution  of  the  mortgages  and  signified 
their  acceptance  thereof.  On  this  point  the  evidence  shows 
clearly  enough  that  some  of  the  mortgagees,  before  any  at- 
tachment was  levied,  were  informed  by  the  mortgagors  of  the 
execution  and  filing  of  the  mortgages,  and  that  they  replied 
that  that  was  all  right,  or  used  words  to  that  effect.  This,  it 
may  be  conceded,  was  sufficient  to  show  acceptance,  but  for 
one  £act,  which  remains  to  be  stated.  The  mortgages  were 
not  executed  to  secure  the  indebtedness  as  it  stood,  all  of 
which  had  matured,  but  new  notes  were  drawn,  to  run  for  a 
year,  and  the  mortgages  purported  to  secure  these  notes.  The 
notes,  however,  thus  drawn,  were  not  delivered,  nor  were  the 
mortgagees  informed  of  the  fact  that  they  differed  from  the  old 
notes  in  that  by  their  terms  an  extension  of  time  was  provided 
for.  This  provision  was  a  material  one.  The  makers  of  the 
notes  were  insolvent,  and  the  security  offered  consisted  of 
nothing  but  mortgages  upon  stock  of  goods,  which  would  de- 
preciate if  not  sold;  and  no  provision  was  made  for  a  sale  un- 
less the  mortgagors  should  attempt  to  dispose  of  the  goods  or 
remove  them  out  of  the  county.  It  is  doubtful,  to  say  the 
least,  whether  the  mortgagees  would  have  accepted  the  secu- 
rity if  they  had  been  informed  of  the  provision  for  an  exten- 
sion. But  it  is  not  important  to  inquire  as  to  what  they 
would  have  done.  It  is  enough  to  know  that  the  transaction 
involved  a  material  provision  of  which  they  were  not  informed. 
The  minds  of  the  parties  did  not  meet   No  person  can  be  said 
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to  agree  to  that  of  which  he  is  ignorant.  It  is  tme  that  these 
creditors  have  now  accepted  the  security,  notwithstanding 
the  extension  involved.  But  circumstances  have  changed. 
Attachments  have  been  levied,  and  they  are  glad  to  accept 
what  they  can  get. 

The  important  fact  is,  that  we  cannot  find  what  in  law 
amounts  to  an  acceptance  prior  to  the  attachments.  There 
are  no  preponderating  equities  in  favor  of  either  party.  It  is 
a  mere  question  of  legal  right.  The  mortgagees  contend  that, 
inasmuch  as  the  mortgages  have  been  now  accepted,  the  lien 
of  the  mortgages  attached  from  the  date  of  filing,  and  it  is  to 
be  considered  paramount  to  all  attachments  which  have  been 
made  since  filing.  But  in  our  opinion,  the  lien  of  the  mort- 
gages cannot  be  held  to  have  attached  until  there  was  a  deliv- 
ery, and  that  did  not  take  place  until  there  was  an  accept- 
ance: Day  V.  Griffith,  ^^  ^owa,  104;  Cobb  v.  Chase,  54  Id.  253. 

We  think  the  decree  must  be  affirmed. 


RiOnTRATION  OV  DSED  ST  OSAirrOB  IB  MSKXLT  Pbima  FAon  SftutuaB 
OF  DxuvKRT,  which  may  be  ezpUined  er  rehatiad  by  twrtiinanyi  WeObtru 
▼.  Weaver,  63  Am.  Deo.  28S.  Awent  or  aooepteiioe  of  grantee  ia  aaeeaHiy 
loTalid  daUTeiyt  ff^^lkim  v.  MatUt,  64  U.  637|  Weber  r.  Chrietem,  2  Am. 
8t.BiSw68. 


HABENE88  V.  Westebn  Ukion  Telegbafh  Ga 

m  Iowa,  isa] 

LUBniTT  OV  TSLBOSAFH   GOMPAHT  lOR  NlOLIOKliaB  —  AOKNCT. — XJmB- 

OUMKD  "BsaoaAL  MAT  HuB  in  hiB  own  name  on  contraefc  made  by 
agent»  and  la  entitled  to  aU  its  advantagea  and  benefits.  The  iaet  tfaift 
a  telesraph  oompany  only  contraoted  with  the  agent  in  ifinding  m  tele- 
gram, and  had  no  Imowledge  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  £act  principal,  b 
immaterial,  except  that  it  might  set  up  as  a  defense  any  mattora  whii^ 
oooorred  prior  to  disolosare  of  the  principal  which  woidd  oonatitBte  a 
defense  in  a  suit  by  the  agent 
Kbquobioi  nr  Ddjyxrxmo  Tklmhum.  — Bubdxn  of  Proov  ia  upon  tel^ 
graph  company  to  explain  delay  in  not  deliyering  message  until  three 
days  after  its  agent  reoeives  same;  and  where  no  excuse  is  oififered  for 
the  delay,  the  court  is  justified  in  finding  that  the  oompany  was  ne|^ 
gent. 

WmDM    TuaQBAPB    Ck^MPAKT    MAT    BSSTBIOT  EES   LlABnJTT,  It    QADOT 

CaKTRAOT  against  its  own  negUgenoe  in  failing  to  transmit  and  dslifv 
messages,  nor  limit  a  recoYory  for  damagea  thereby  anitained> 

W.  F.  Thummd,  for  the  appellant 
F.  P.  Orufdee,  for  the  appellee. 
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Beevbbb,  J.  The  material  facts  are  that  the  plaintiff  is  a 
I68ident  of  the  state  of  Iowa,  and  had  a  suit  pending  in  the 
state  of  Nebraska,  which  it  was  expected  would  be  reached 
for  trial  on  the  thirtieth  day  of  October,  1884.  W.  C.  Sloan, 
one  of  the  plaintiff's  attorneys,  was  a  resident  of  the  state  of 
Nebraska,  and  A.  M.  Walters  was  also  her  attorney,  who,  how- 
ever, was  a  resident  of  the  state  of  Iowa.  Both  said  attorneys 
were  expected  to  take  part  in  the  trial  of  the  suit.  The  plain- 
tiff intended  to  start  from  her  home  in  Iowa  with  her  wit- 
nesses and  attorney  on  the  morning  of  the  29th  of  October,  so 
that  she  could  be  present  when  the  case  was  called  for  trial  on 
the  following  day.  During  the  night  of  the  27th  of  October 
a  message  was  delivered  to  the  defendant  in  these  words: — 

^'Faibmount,  Neb.,  October  6, 1884. 
'*To  A.  M.  Waltbbs,  Villisca,  Iowa:    Do  not  come  till 
November  6th.    Court  adjourned  till  then. 

"W.  C.  Sloan." 

Such  message  was  a  half-rate  or  night  message,  and  Sloan 
paid  the  defendant  forty  cents  for  transmitting  the  same.  The 
message  was  received  at  Villisca,  October  28th,  about  one 
o'clock,  A.  M.,  at  which  place  Walters  resided,  but  was  not 
delivered  to  him  until  October  81st.  Plaintiff  started  to  Ne- 
braska on  October  29th,  with  her  witnesses  and  attorneys,  and 
thereby  incurred  expenses,  which  she  paid,  and  this  action  is 
brought  to  recover  the  same  of  the  defendant,  who  had  no 
knowledge  for  what  purpose  the  message  was  sent,  other  than 
is  disclosed  on  its  face.  Nor  had  the  defendant  any  knowl- 
edge that  Sloan  was  acting  for  the  plaintiff,  or  that  she  had 
a  suit  pending  in  Nebraska.  The  contract  was  made  with 
Sloan,  and  is  attached  to  the  message,  the  material  portion  of 
which  is  as  follows: — 

"  (Fonn  No.  46.) 

^'Thb  Westbbn  Union  Telbobaph  Company. 

^^  Night  McMCLge. 

^*The  business  of  telegraphing  is  subject  to  errors  and  delays 
arising  fix>m  causes  which  cannot  at  all  times  be  guarded 
against,  including  sometimes  negligence  of  servants  and 
agents  whom  it  is  necessary  to  employ.  Errors  and  delays 
may  be  prevented  by  repetition,  for  which,  during  the  day, 
half-price  extra  is  charged  in  addition  to  the  full  tariff  rates. 
The  Western  Union  Telegraph  Company  will  receive  mes- 
sages, to  be  sent  without  repetition,  during  the  night,  for 
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delivery  not  earlier  than  the  morning  of  the  next  ensuing 
bueineBB  day,  at  reduced  rates,  but  in  no  case  for  less  than 
twenty-five  cents  toll  for  a  single  message,  and  upon  the  ex- 
press condition  that  the  sender  will  agree  that  he  will  not 
claim  damage  for  errors  or  delays,  or  for  non-delivery  of  such 
messages  happening  from  any  cause,  beyond  a  sum  equal  to 
ten  times  the  amount  paid  for  transmission;  and  that  no 
claim  for  damages  shall  be  valid  unless  presented  in  writing 
within  thirty  days  after  sending  the  message." 

1.  It  is  objected  that  the  court  erred  in  rendering  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff,  because  the  message  was  neither  sent  by  nor 
to  her,  and  no  contract  was  made  with  her.  The  court  was 
justified  in  finding  that  both  Sloan  and  Walters  were  the 
agents  and  attorneys  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  telegram 
was  sent  by  one  of  them,  and  received  by  the  other,  for  the 
use  and  benefit  of  the  plaintiff.  Therefore  she  may  well  be 
said  to  be  an  undisclosed  principal,  and  in  such  case  we  un- 
derstand the  rule  to  be  that  snch  principal,  as  the  ''ultimate 
party  in  interest,  is  entitled,  against  third  persons,  to  all 
advantages  and  benefits  of  such  acts  and  contracts  of  his 
agents,"  and  the  principal  may  sue  in  his  own  name  on  the 
contract:  Story  on  Agency,  sec.  418;  National  Life  Ins,  Co.  v. 
AUen,  116  Mass.  898;  Gage  v.  Stimson,  26  Minn.  64.  The  fact 
that  the  defendant  had  no  knowledge  that  the  plaintiff  was  in 
fact  principal,  and  that  the  telegram  was  sent  for  her  use  and 
benefit,  is  immaterial,  except  that  it  may  be  true  that  the 
defendant  may  set  up  as  a  defense  any  matters  that  would 
constitute  a  defense  if  the  suit  was  brought  in  the  name  of  the 
agent,  which  occurred  prior  to  the  disclosure  of  the  principal. 

2.  It  is  insisted  that  the  court  erred  in  finding  that  the  de- 
fendant was  negligent  in  failing  to  deliver  the  telegram  earlier 
than  it  did.  It  will  be  observed  that  the  telegram  was  received 
by  the  agent  of  the  defendant  at  Villisca,  Iowa,  on  the  morn- 
ing of  the  28th  of  October,  and  that  it  was  not  delivered  until 
the  thirty-first  day  of  that  month.  The  court  was  justified  in 
finding  that  defendant  was  negligent,  because  no  excuse  what- 
ever for  the  failure  to  deliver  the  telegram  on  the  twenty-eighth 
day  of  October  is  given.  The  delay  was  such  as  to  cast  on  the 
defendant  the  burden  of  explaining  the  cause  of  the  delay. 

8.  It  is  insisted  that  rhe  contract  limits  the  liability  of  the 
defendant,  and  that  the  recovery  cannot  exceed  such  limit.  It 
has  been  held  that  it  is  competent  for  a  telegraph  company  to 
restrict  its  liability,  as  was  done  in  this  case,  but  that  it  cannot 
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contract  against  its  own  negligence  in  failing  to  transmit  and 
deliver  the  message:  Sweatland  v.  lUinoia  etc.  Tel.  Co.,  27  Iowa, 
433;  ManviUe  v.  Western  Union  Tel  Co.,  87  Id.  214;  18  Am. 
Rep.  8.  But  it  is  urged  that  the  contract  was  made  with  Sloan, 
and  that  he  can  only  recover  the  amount  stipulated  in  the  con- 
tract, for  the  reason  that  the  money  expended  by  him  was  the 
amount  paid  for  the  message,  and  that  this  is  the  extent  of 
the  plaintiff's  recovery,  for  the  reason  that  she  is  an  undis- 
closed principal,  and  not  known  in  the  transaction.  We  do 
not  concur  in  this  proposition,  but  think  that,  as  the  telegram 
was  sent  and  received  for  the  benefit  and  use  of  the  plaintiff, 
she  may  recover  such  damages  as  she  has  sustained,  subject 
only  to  any  payments  in  liquidation  of  damages  made  by  the 
defendant  to  Sloan  prior  to  the  time  defendant  had  knowledge 
that  the  telegram  was  sent  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
she  was  the  principal  in  ther  transaction. 

4.  It  is  further  insisted  that  the  plaintiff  recovered  $24.52 
more  than  in  any  event  she  was  entitled  to.  We  deem  it  suffi- 
cient to  say  that  we  cannot  concur  in  this  proposition. 

Affirmed.  

IJNDiHGLoan)  FRUfoiPAL  HAT  SuB  UPON  Aovrfs  CoirrKAcr  nr  hib  Owv 
Kami:  See  Muk  v.  Norton,  60  Am.  Deo.  618. 

BuKDEK  ov  Pboot  IN  AcnoN  voB  Brkach  OV  Ck>NTBACr  TO  Dbliteb 
MissAOB  BT  Tbleobaph:  See  United  Statu  Tel  Co.  v.  Oilderaleeve,  96  Am. 
Dec  618,  and  note  528,  where  it  la  held  that  the  burden  is  on  the  plaintiff 
to  establish  negligence. 

Whilb  Tblbobafh  Compant  mat  Restbict  its  LiABiLnr,  it  cannot  con- 
tiact  against  its  own  negligence:  See  Smith  t.  Western  Union  TeJL  Co.,  4  Am. 
8t  fiep.  126,  and  note  134. 


MiLLEB  V.  Chambers. 

ITS  Iowa,  286.J 

BiOBT  TO  Aor  AS  Pabtnbb  is  Extikouishbd  by  renouncing  the  partner- 
ship and  opposing  it.  A  party  who  so  repudiates  his  contract  of  part* 
nership  has  no  interest  or  right  to  share  in  a  judgment  obtained  by  the 
other  partner,  especially  where  he  actively  assists  the  party  against 
whom  the  recovery  was  had  in  opposing  the  claim. 

C  C.  Nourse  and  J.  M.  St.  John,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Panan  and  Perryj  for  the  defendant. 

Bbck,  J.     1.   The  petition  alleges  that  defendant  orally 
Agreed  to  become  a  partner  with  plaintiff  in  the  business  of 
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Becuring  privileges  for  mining  coal,  prospecting  for  cool,  and 
taking  leases  of  coal  lands;  and  subsequently  the  terms  of 
the  agreement  were  stated  by  defendant,  in  a  letter  to  plain- 
tifT,  which  need  not  be  particularly  stated  here.  It  is  alleged 
that  business  under  this  agreement  was  prosecuted,  and  cer- 
tain privileges  and  options  for  mining  were  secured,  and  labor 
and  money  expended  and  debts  incurred.  A  privilege  to 
prospect  upon  lands  owned  by  T.  E.  Brown  was  secured,  and 
the  parties  entered  thereon,  and  expended  money  and  labor 
in  prospecting.  Brown,  claiming  that  the  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendants had  abandoned  the  work,  and  surrendered  all  rights 
acquired  from  him,  took  possession  of  the  land,  and  denied 
the  parties  the  right  to  enter  thereon  and  prosecute  the  busi- 
ness of  prospecting.  Thereupon  defendant,  in  his  own  namey 
brought  a  suit  against  Brown  to  recover  damages  for  his 
wrongful  acts  in  preventing  Chambers  from  sinking  a  shafk 
upon  the  land  of  Brown,  and  recovered  a  judgment  for  three 
thousand  six  hundred  dollars  in  the  action.  Plaintiff  alleges 
that  this  judgment  is  of  the  assets  of  the  copartnership  exist- 
ing between  him  and  defendant,  which  is  denied  by  defendant, 
who  refuses  to  account  therefor  as  partnership  assets.  The 
plaintiff  asks  that  this  judgment  be  regarded  as  partnership 
assets,  and  that  an  account  be  taken  of  the  partnership  prop- 
erty and  debts,  and  a  decree  be  entered  providing  for  the  pay- 
ment of  such  sums  as  may  be  found  due  him.  The  defendant 
denies  the  allegations  of  the  petition. 

The  district  court  found  the  existence  of  the  copartnership^ 
and  by  decree  settled  the  same,  awarding  to  plaintiff  $682.75. 
Both  parties  appeal,  the  plaintiff  complaining  of  certain  allow- 
ances made  in  the  settlement  as  stated  in  the  decree,  and  the 
defendant  denying  plaintiff's  right  to  recover  any  sum. 

2.  Many  questions  and  points  are  discussed  by  the  parties. 
We  find  it  unnecessary  to  notice  more  than  one,  the  deter- 
mination of  which,  in  view  of  the  conclusion  we  reach,  is 
decisive  of  the  case.  Plaintiff,  as  we  have  shown  in  the  state- 
ment of  the  allegations  of  the  petition,  bases  his  claim  to 
recover  upon  the  ground  that  the  matters  for  which  defend- 
ant recovered  the  judgment  against  Brown  belonged  to  the 
partnership.  The  evidence,  it  must  be  admitted,  shows  that 
they,  under  a  mutual  agreement,  were  to  be  equally  inter- 
ested in  the  leases  and  options  acquired  from  Brown,  and 
were  to  share  in  the  expenses  of  prospecting  for  coal.  It  was 
agreed  that  they,  with  others,  should  form  a  joint  company 
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to  mine  the  coal,  in  which  plaintifif  and  defendant  were  to 
bave  equal  interests.    The  leases  and  prospecting  were  all  in 
contemplation  of  such  an  organization,  and  no  mining  was  to 
be  done  by  them  individually,  or  as  copartners.    The  evidence 
clearly  shows  that,  for  reasons  into  which  we  need  not  inquire, 
there  was  a  disagreement  between  plaintiff  and  defendant, 
and  between  Brown  and  defendant.     Defendant  went  to  Ohio, 
where  he  lived,  intending  to  return  and  prosecute  the  business 
connected  with  prospecting  and  mining.    Plaintiff,  it  appears, 
after  defendant  left,  continued  to  prospect.    He  and  Brown, 
uxiiting  with  others,  formed  a  joint-stock  company,  and  pro- 
ceeded to  sink  shafts,  and  do  other  work  preparatory  to  min- 
ing.    They  used  the  prospecting  done  by  plaintiff  under  the 
agreement  with  defendant,  taking  possession  of  the  land  leased 
by  Brown.    All  this  was  done  for  the  corporation  formed  by 
plaintiff  and  Brown  and  their  associates,  defendant  having  no 
part  therein.    Defendant  returned  from  Ohio,  and  proceeded 
to  assert  his  rights.    He  found  plaintiff  prosecuting  the  work 
for  the  new  corporation.    He  was  chosen  by  that  corporation 
its  superintendent.    He  denied  defendant's  rights,  and  when 
defendant  went  upon  the  ground,  ordered  him  away,  and  took 
steps  to  cause  him  to  leave.    Defendant  then  instituted  the 
flnit  against  Brown,  the  judgment  rendered  therein  being  the 
particular  property  which  plaintiff  seeks  to  reach  in  this  ac- 
tion.   In  that  suit  plaintiff  was  active  in  opposing  defendant's 
claim  and  in  resisting  recovery.    He  declares  in  his  testimony 
that  ^^it  was  an  unrighteous  act  for  Chambers  to  sue  Brown"; 
and  that  he  did  everything  he  could  to  prevent  Chambers 
Tecovering  a  judgment  against  Brown.    There  is  no  conflict 
in  the  testimony  showing  that  plaintiff  abandoned  his  connec- 
tion with  defendant,  joined  Brown  in  an  enterprise  which  took 
from  Chambers  all  rights,  interest,  and  property  which  he  had 
or  could  acquire  under  the  agreement  between  him  and  plain- 
tiff, and  aided  to  the  extent  of  his  ability  in  defeating  recov- 
ery by  Chambers.    His  course  was  that  of  undisguised  and 
active  hostihty  to  the  very  partnership  under  which  he  claims 
to  recover  in  this  suit. 

A  partner,  by  renouncing  a  partnership  and  opposing  it,  will 
be  considered  as  having  repudiated  his  contract  with  his  part- 
ners, and  will  become  as  to  them  a  stranger.  He  can  no  longer 
set  up  and  enforce  against  them  the  contract  which  he  by  his 
acts  denies.  The  law  will  regard  him  as  he  regards  himself 
by  his  acts,  not  as  a  partner,  but  a  stranger  to  thost?  with 
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whom  he  was  formerly  associated.  This  doctrine  is  based 
upon  the  plainest  principles  of  equity  and  justice.  It  is  ap- 
plied by  the  United  States  supreme  court  to  a  case  not  unlike 
the  one  before  us.  In  that  case  the  plaintiff's  testator  was  a 
partner  with  two  others  in  the  practice  of  law.  The  partner- 
ship was  engaged  in  prosecuting  a  claim.  The  testator  quar- 
reled with  the  claimant  Lamar,  and  withdrew  from  the  case, 
and  denounced  the  claim  as  fraudulent  to  one  of  the  judges 
privately.  The  other  partners  prosecuted  the  claim,  and  re- 
covered. The  plaintiff,  as  the  representative  of  the  recalcitrant 
partner,  sought  in  the  action  to  recover  a  share  of  the  fees. 
The  court,  in  recognizing  the  doctrine  we  have  stated,  used  this 
language:  ''  If,  then,  by  abandoning  the  case,  and  denouncing 
it  as  fraudulent,  he  lost  all  the  right  which  he  had  against 
Lamar,  how  can  he  claim  from  his  copartners  any  of  the  com- 
pensation obtained  for  conducting  the  case,  after  his  abandon- 
ment, to  final  success  ?  His  action  was  a  breach  of  his  duty 
to  those  partners,  as  well  as  of  his  obligation  to  Lamar.  By 
the  agreement  of  copartnership  he  had  undertaken  to  share  in 
the  labor  and  to  promote  the  common  interests  of  the  firm, 
and  that  was  the  foundation  of  his  right  to  share  in  its  earn- 
ings. It  may  be  that  mere  neglect  of  his  duty  would  not  have 
extinguished  that  right;  but  a  repudiation  of  his  obligation, 
refusing  to  act  as  a  partner,  or  to  perform  the  functions  of  a 
partner,  is  quite  a  different  thing.  It  may  well  be  considered 
as  a  repudiation  of  the  partnership.  It  was  said  in  Wilson  v. 
Johnstone,  L.  B.  16  Eq.  606:  ^  He  who  acts  so  as  to  treat  the 
articles  as  a  nullity,  as  it  regards  his  own  obligations,  cannot 
complain  if  they  are  so  treated  for  all  purposes.'  It  may  there- 
fore very  justly  be  held  that  by  his  action  Hughes  became  a 
stranger  to  the  case,  and  repudiated  any  relation  he  had  pre- 
viously held  to  it  as  a  partner  in  the  firm.  The  partnership 
ceased  as  respects  that  claim." 

Under  this  doctrine,  the  law  requires  us  to  hold  that  plain- 
tiff cannot  be  regarded  as  a  partner  of  defendant,  and  there- 
fore cannot  recover  in  this  action.  This  view  of  the  case 
disposes  of  both  appeals.  Plaintiff  can  recover  nothing; 
therefore  we  need  not  inquire  into  the  correctness  of  the 
court's  findings  as  to  the  amount  of  the  recovery.  The  case 
will  be  affirmed,  on  plaintiff's  appeal.  Plaintiff's  petition 
will  be  dismissed,  and  a  decree  to  that  effect  will  be  entered 
in  this  court. 

Reversed  on  defendant's  appeal.  Affirmed  on  plaintiff's 
appeal. 
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pABnrxB  OANXOT  Relzevb  Htmp«t.t  fbom  Liabiuxt  as  Svoh  by  retiring 
from  partnenhip  withont  consent  of  his  copartners  WimUm  r.  Taifhr,  76 
Am.  Dec  112.  Bnt  a  partner,  by  repndiating  the  relationship^  may  be 
•stopped  from  afterwards  setting  it  np  as  against  his  copartners:  WUion  ▼. 
^ol^miime,  L.  R.  16  Eq.  606. 


State  v.  ELendall. 

178  IOWA«  256.] 

To  Bjotdsb  Osm  Guiltt  or  Assault  with  Intent  to  Coumis  Baf^ 
THIBX  MUST  BB  Eyidencx  of  an  intent  to  use  whatever  amount  of  force 
was  necessary  to  overcome  resistance  and  accomplish  the  purpose.  It 
IS  not  enough  that  defendant  desired  to  haye  sexual  intercourse  with  the 
proeeoutriz,  and  that  he  committed  a  technical  assault  upon  her  person 
while  urging  his  solicitations. 

X.  O.  cmd  L,  A.  Palmer,  for  the  appellant. 
A.  /•  Baker^  attomey^eneralf  for  the  state. 

BsED,  J.  The  proeecQtriz  at  the  time  of  the  transaction 
in  question  was  about  eighteen  years  old.  The  members 
of  the  family  with  whom  she  lived  were  away  from  home, 
and  she  was  alone  at  the  house.  The  defendant  was  an  ac- 
quaintance of  the  proBecutriz,  and  a  married  man.  He  went 
to  the  house  for  a  legitimate  object,  but  finding  her  there 
alone,  he  entered  into  conversation  with  her.  After  talking 
to  her  for  some  time,  he  asked  her  to  let  him  kiss  her,  but  she 
answered  that  she  was  not  in  the  habit  of  kissing  married 
men.  At  that  time  the  parties  were  outside  of  the  house,  but 
she  immediately  went  into  the  house,  and  he  followed  her. 
He  then  seized  her,  and  sitting  down  on  the  stairs,  he  drew 
ber  upon  his  lap.  She  remonstrated  with  him,  but  he  assured 
her  that  he  did  not  intend  to  injure  her,  and  that  he  only 
wanted  to  talk  to  her.  While  he  held  her  on  his  lap  he 
placed  one  of  his  hands  upon  her  bosom  outside  of  her  cloth- 
ing, but  she  pushed  his  hand  away.  He  then  attempted  to 
put  his  hand  under  her  clothing,  when  she  cried  out,  and 
broke  away  from  him,  and  ran  out  of  the  house.  He  also 
went  out,  and  a  further  conversation  took  place  between  them, 
in  which  he  told  her  that  different  young  men  in  the  neigh- 
borhood had  told  him  that  any  man  could  do  as  he  pleased 
with  her^  and  offered  to  give  her  five  dollars  if  she  would  sub- 
mit to  him.  She  answered  that  he  ought  to  go  off  and  shoot 
himself,  and  that  he  ought  to  be  ashamed  to  talk  to  her  in 
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that  manner.  He  did  not  offer  her  any  other  violence  than 
as  stated  above,  and  the  verdict  of  guilty  was  found  upon  the 
evidence  of  the  facts  as  we  have  detailed  it. 

In  our  opinion,  the  verdict  is  not  supported  by  the  evidence. 
It  is  clear  enough  that  defendant  desired  to  have  sexual  in- 
tercourse with  the  prosecutrix,  and  it  is  probably  true,  also^ 
that  he  committed  a  technical  assault  upon  her  person  while 
urging  his  solicitations;  but  to  render  him  guilty  of  the  crime 
of  assault  with  intent  to  commit  rape,  he  must  have  intended 
to  use  whatever  amount  of  force  was  necessary  to  overcome 
her  resistance  and  accomplish  his  purpose:  State  v.  Hagerman^ 
47  Iowa,  151.  There  was  clearly  no  evidence  of  such  inten- 
tion.  In  its  facts  the  case  is  no  stronger  than  State  v.  Canada^ 
68  Iowa,  897. 

Reversed. 


OvB  D  Gnmrr  or  Aaujrut  to  Qoiobx  Rafb  if  he  layi  hold  of  a 
with  the  intentioii  of  haTing  eeznal  intaroouee  with  her  aguntt  her  will: 
BMe  ▼.  HarHgam,  78  Am.  Deo.  809;  8taU  ▼.  Oro8$t  79  Id.  6199  »d  note  S2L 
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Bailway  Company. 

[7S  lowA,  aaa] 

Baxlboad.— WmRBmt  Pbovibiov  th  Dxij>  is  Oohbitioh  SuMSiuaHT  om 
A  OoTSffAirT  depends  upon  intent  of  partiei^  end  endh  prorieion  will, 
if  there  ui  eny  reasonable  donbt  as  to  what  wai  intended,  be  bald  to  be 
the  Utter. 

CtoDinONS    SUBSBQUXVT    ABB    NOT    FaVOBBD    IX  LaW,  ABI>  ABB  AlWATS 

Stbiotlt  Oonstbubd^  since  they  tend  to  destroy  estates.  Therefoie  a 
deed  to  a  railroad  oompaay  of  a  right  of  way,  which  oontains,  as  a  part 
of  the  consideration,  the  provision  that  "  the  water  ....  be  made  to 
ran  "  in  a  certain  place,  will  be  constmed  to  be  a  coyenant  attached  to 
the  land. 
Razlboad  —  Who  mat  Banro  Action  iob  Bbbach  or  Ck>VBNABT  as  to 
Watbboovbsb.  —  Where  railroad  company  erects  as  a  permanent  stmc- 
tnre  npon  land,  of  which  it  holds  only  the  right  of  way,  a  culvert  which 
diverts  a  watercourse,  in  breach  of  a  covenant  runnmg  with  the  bnd, 
the  damages  are  originaL  The  right  of  recovery  therefor  arises  at  once, 
and  aoomes  in  favor  of  the  one  who  owned  the  premises  at  the  time;  and 
a  conveyance  of  the  fee  after  such  breach  does  not  operate  as  an  assign* 
ment  of  the  right  of  action  to  the  grantee. 

Ons  Joseph  Peden,  on  March  15,  1871,  conveyed  to  the 
Chicago  and  Southwestern  Railroad  Company  a  right  of  way 
over  land  owned  by  bim  at  that  time,  upon  which  land  the 
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company  constructed  a  railroad.  A  consideration  of  one  dol- 
lar was  named  in  the  deed;  and  it  also  provided  that  "the 
water  on  the  southeast  side  of  the  road  be  made  to  run  on 
same  side  of  road,  instead  of  through  the  cattle-guards."  The 
company  so  constructed  this  part  of  its  road  that  the  surface 
water  collected  and  ran  on  the  southeast  side  of  the  track  to 
a  creek,  except  on  occasions  when  there  was  a  heavy  rain-fall, 
at  which  times  it  ran  over  the  track  and  upon  the  lands  on  the 
opposite  side.  The  road  was  sold  to  the  defendant  in  1875, 
and  was  thereafter  operated  by  it.  Joseph  Peden  deeded  the 
land  to  James  M.  Peden,  the  plaintiff,  in  1878.  After  the  sale 
of  the  railroad  to  the  defendant,  but  before  the  land  was  con- 
veyed to  the  plaintiff,  a  wooden  culvert  was  constructed  and 
a  cattle-guard  opened,  so  that  the  water  was  afforded  a  pas- 
sage-way, through  which  it  flowed  upon  and  over  the  plain- 
tiff's land,  instead  of  being  confined  to  the  southeast  side  of 
the  track,  thereby  causing  the  alleged  injury  to  the  plaintiff's 
land  and  growing  crops,  to  recover  damages  for  which  this 
action  was  brought.  It  further  appeared  that,  after  the  sale 
of  the  land  to  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  built  a  stone  cul- 
vert, much  larger  than,  and  in  place  of,  the  wooden  culvert. 
From  a  verdict  and  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  the  defendant 
appealed. 

Thomas  8.  Wright  and  5.  S.  Carruthersj  for  the  appellant 

Paine  and  Eichelberger^  for  the  appellee. 

Besd,  J.  1.  Appellant  claims  that  the  provision  in  the 
deed  is  a  condition  subsequent,  and  being  a  condition  in  deed 
and  not  in  law,  the  right  to  take  advantage  of  the  breach 
rests  alone  with  him  who  created  it,  and  the  estate  to  which 
it  attaches.  But  the  district  court  ruled  that  the  provision  is 
an  independent  covenant.  This  ruling  is  correct.  As  condi- 
tions subsequent  tend  to  destroy  estates,  they  are  not  favored 
in  law.  They  are  always  strictly  construed.  And  if  it  is  rea- 
sonably doubtful  whether  a  provision  in  the  conveyance  was 
intended  as  a  condition  subsequent  or  a  covenant,  the  breach 
of  which  may  be  compensated  in  damages,  it  will  be  held  to 
be  the  latter.  But  looking  at  the  language  of  the  present 
provision,  and  the  objects  which  the  parties  had  in  view  in 
the  whole  transaction,  we  think  there  is  no  doubt  that  it  was 
intended  as  a  covenant,  rather  than  a  condition  attached  to 
the  estate.  There  is  nothing  in  the  language  made  use  of 
which  indicates  that  it  was  the  intention  that  the  estate  con* 
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Teyed  should  revert  on  the  failure  of  the  grantee  to  do  the 
thing  stipulated  for;  nor  was  there  anything  in  the  circmn- 
Btances  of  the  transaction  indicating  that  such  was  their  in- 
tention.  The  railroad  company  sought  to  acquire  the  land 
for  use  in  connection  with  other  lands,  as  a  right  of  way  for  a 
line  of  railroad  hundreds  of  miles  in  length,  and  the  grantor 
conveyed  it  to  them  for  that  purpose. 

The  thing  stipulated  for  was  to  be  done  after  the  road  should 
be  constructed.  But  when  that  was  done,  the  land  conveyed 
by  the  grant  became  a  part  of  the  road,  and  its  forfeiture 
would  involve  a  material  change  in  the  line  of  the  road, 
which  could  only  be  accomplished  by  a  great  expenditure  of 
money.  Surely  the  parties  had  no  such  result  in  view  when 
they  inserted  the  provision  in  the  deed.  The  provision  is 
very  different  in  its  terms  from  the  one  involved  in  CUyse  v. 
Burlington  etc.  Ry  Co.,  64  Iowa,  149.  In  that  case,  the  con- 
veyance was  of  a  strip  of  ground  to  be  used  for  depot  purposes, 
and  the  deed  recited  that  it  was  made  in  consideration  of  one 
dollar  and  the  permanent  location  of  a  depot  on  the  g^und. 
We  held  that  this  was  not  a  promissory  undertaking  by  the 
grantee  to  maintain  a  depot  on  the  ground  for  all  time,  but 
was  a  condition  of  the  grant,  for  the  breach  of  which  the  rem- 
edy of  the  grantor  was  to  declare  a  forfeiture.  In  that  case, 
by  the  language  made  use  of,  the  grant  is  upon  the  conditions 
named.  The  land  was  conveyed  for  depot  purposes,  and  upon 
condition  that  it  should  be  so  used.  But  in  this,  the  stipula- 
tion is  as  to  a  matter  independent  of  the  grant,  and  of  the  use 
to  which  the  land  was  to  be  devoted. 

2.  The  district  court  also  ruled  that  the  covenant  is  attached 
to  the  land,  and  that  defendant  is  responsible  for  such  injuries 
as  are  the  consequence  of  its  own  acts  in  violation  of  the  agree- 
ment. The  covenant  is  an  agreement  by  the  covenantor  that 
it  will,  for  all  time,  maintain  its  railroad  and  appurtenances 
on  the  land  in  such  condition  that  the  surface  waters  accu- 
mulating on  one  side  shall  be  prevented  from  passing  over 
onto  the  land  on  the  opposite  side.  It  concerns,  then,  both  the 
land  conveyed  by  the  deed  and  that  retained  by  Peden,  and  it 
formed  part  of  the  consideration  for  which  the  lands  were 
parted  with.  Mr.  Washburn  states  the  rule  on  the  subject  es- 
tablished by  the  authorities  in  the  following  language:  ''Such 
covenants,  and  such  only,  run  with  the  land,  as  concern  the 
land  itself,  in  whosesoever  hands  it  may  be,  and  form  part  of 
the  consideration  for  which  the  land,  or  some  interest  in  it,  i9 
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parted  with,  between  the  covenantor  and  the  covenantee'': 
2  Washburn  on  Real  Property,  298. 

3.  The  district  court  gave  the  following  instruction:  "  If  you 
find  that  theculvert  was  intended  to  be  and  become  a  permanent 
part  of  the  road-bed,  then  you  are  instructed  that  a  right  of  ac- 
tion accrued  to  Joseph  Peden  while  he  was  the  owner  of  the  land^ 
if  bis  land  was  injured  by  reason  of  water  flowing  through  said 
culvert,  at  the  time  he  suffered  the  first  injury;  and  in  such  ac- 
lion  he  would  be  entitled  to  recover  for  all  the  damages  he  would 
sustain  in  the  future,  and  he  could  maintain  but  the  one  action. 
But  he  would  not  be  under  any  legal  obligation  to  commence 
each  action  at  once.  The  law  would  give  him  five  years  from 
the  first  injury  in  which  to  commence  it,  if  he  should  own  the 
property  for  that  time.  If  you  find  that  Joseph  Peden  con- 
veyed the  land  to  the  plaintiff  before  the  five  years  expired, 
then  the  plaintiff  would  have  any  balance  of  the  five  years 
remaining  in  which  to  commence  an  action  for  any  damages 
he  sustained  after  the  land  became  his,  but  his  right  to  com- 
mence an  action  would  expire  with  the  expiration  of  the  five 
years.  As  it  is  admitted  that  this  action  was  not  commenced 
within  five  years  from  the  time  said  culvert  was  put  in,  you 
are  instructed  that  plaintiff  is  not  now  entitled  to  recover  any- 
thing for  any  damages  he  may  have  sustained  by  reason  of 
water  flowing  through  said  first-constructed  culvert,  if  you  find 
that  said  culvert  was  a  permanent  part  of  said  road-bed." 

It  appears  to  us  that  this  instruction  announces  two  propo- 
eitions  that  are  in  conflict.  By  the  last  clause  the  jury  were 
told  that  if  the  culvert  originally  constructed  was  a  permanent 
part  of  the  road-bed,  plaintiff  could  not  recover,  for  the  reason 
that  the  action  was  not  commenced  within  five  years  after  it 
was  put  in.  In  the  preceding  part  of  the  instruction  they 
were  told  that  if  it  was  a  permanent  part  of  the  road-bed,  then 
a  right  of  action  accrued  to  his  grantor  when  the  first  injury 
occurred  for  all  the  damages  which  he  would  sustain  in  the 
future,  in  consequence  of  its  construction,  and  that  he  could 
commence  his  action  at  any  time  within  five  years  if  he  con- 
tinued to  own  the  land;  but  that,  if  plaintiff  purchased  the 
land  before  the  expiration  of  five  years  after  its  construction, 
he  could  maintain  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  such  damages 
as  he  sustained  after  his  purchase,  provided  he  brought  the 
same  before  the  expiration  of  the  five  years.  Standing  alone, 
this  latter  proposition  is,  that  plaintiff  may  recover  for  injuries 
to  the  land  after  his  purchase,  if  he  brought  his  action  before 
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the  expiration  of  the  five  years,  even  though  the  culvert  mm  a 
permanent  part  of  the  road-bed.  But  this  is  clearly  in  oonflict 
with  the  last  proposition  in  the  instruction.  It  is  also  clearly 
erroneous.  If  the  culvert  was  a  permanent  structure,  the  dam- 
ages are  original.  The  right  of  recovery  for  all  damages  which 
may  occur  to  the  premises  arose  at  once:  Powers  v.  City  <>f 
Cowica  Bluffs,  45  Iowa,  652;  24  Am.  Rep.  792;  SiodgkiU  v. 
Chicago  etc.  Ry  Co.j  53  Id.  341.  And  the  right  accrued  in 
favor  of  the  one  who  owned  the  premises  at  the  time,  and 
the  conveyance  of  the  property  to  plaintiff  did  not  operate  as 
an  assignment  to  him  of  the  right  of  action. 

It  is  insisted  that  the  court  erred  in  submitting  to  the  jury 
the  question  whether  the  culvert  as  at  first  constructed  was  a 
permanent  part  of  the  road-bed.  But  that  clearly  is  a  question 
of  fact.  As  we  reverse  the  judgment  on  the  ground  pointed 
out,  we  will  not  now  consider  the  question  whether  the  verdict 
of  the  jury  is  sustained  by  the  evidence. 

Reversed. 


Ck)Ki>inoini  SuBsaQumr  abb  not  Favobbd  nr  Law:  Baumm  t.  AW 
Diabrki,  83  Am.  Deo.  670,  and  note;  and  deed  will  not  be  conatmed  u  at- 
«tinff  an  estate  upon  inoh  oondition,  ezoept  when  the  temu  of  the  grant  wOl 
admit  of  no  other  reasonable  oonetraction:  Bcdey  v.  Umatilla  Qmn^,  3  An. 
St.  Rep.  142,  and  note;  Emtrmm  ▼.  ShnpeoHf  82  Am.  Deo.  168,  and  note^  For 
instances  of  deeds  held  to  create  estates  npon  oondition  snbseqaent^  aee  aoti 
to  Famham  r,  Thompnn,  67  Am.  Bep.  63-68. 

Damaobs  bob  Ibjubus  Abisibo  vboic  CastTRxrcrasQ  and  MjjjnuMm 
A  Bazlboad  nr  an  Ikpbopbb  ob  Ibadbquatb  Mabvbbi  Sea  OMa  sfe;  iTf 
Ox  V.  Wachier,  aiUe,  p.  632;  and  note  637. 
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(TS  Iowa,  S88b] 

han  Ibsubabcb  Cknajjxr  n  B8tofpbt>  bbom  Dbhtdtg  AuTBOBirr  ot  m 
AoBMT,  where  it  issues  a  policy  of  asanranoe  npon  an  applicatioD  pro- 
eared  by  him,  and  receives  from  the  assured,  np  to  the  time  of  hii  d& 
oesse,  all  the  dues  and  assessments,  payable  to  the  company  under  th« 
policy. 

FBATn>  Of  LzTB  Insubabob  Agbbt  BnrDs  Cokpakt,  and  Hb  Acts  witho 
SooFB  Of  HIS  AuTHOBiTT,  where,  having  been  duly  authorised  ss  sgent 
to  fill  up  application,  he  fraudulently  and  falsely  misstates  material  faeti 
therein  and  in  the  mediosl  certificate,  and  also  makes  material  alterstMSi 
in  the  policy  itself,  of  which  acts  neither  the  assnred  nor  the  oampuj 
have  any  knowledge. 
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Newman  and  Blalej  for  the  appellant 
Antrctms  and  McArthuTy  for  the  appellee. 

Seevers,  J.  The  trial  was  to  the  court,  and  the  following 
are  the  facts  found  by  the  court:  ''That  on  the  seventh  day  of 
June,  1882,  one  George  W.  Hair,  claiming  to  act  as  agent  for 
the  defendant,  applied  to  decedent,  A.  Wooline,  to  take  out  a 
policy  of  insurance  on  his  life  in  defendant  company;  that 
said  Hair,  through  B.  A.  Bailey  &  Co.,  district  agents  of 
defendant's  company,  forwarded  the  application  to  the  de* 
fendant,  with  his  name  indorsed  as  agent  thereon;  that  on 
the  twelfth  day  of  June,  1882,  defendant  issued  a  policy  to 
decedent  on  said  application  for  the  sum  of  three  thousand 
dollars,  by  the  terms  of  which  defendant  undertook  and 
agreed,  upon  proper  proof  of  his  death,  to  assess  each  member 
of  class  B,  in  which  he  was  insured  according  to  the  policy 
held  by  each  in  division  B,  then  in  force,  and  to  pay  over 
the  amount  so  collected,  less  cost  of  collection,  to  the  legal 
heirs  of  the  assured,  which  policy  was  delivered  to  decedent 
by  the  duly  authorized  agent  of  defendant;  that  decedent  paid 
all  his  dues  and  assessments  on  said  policy,  according  to  its 
terms,  up  to  February  16,  1885,  on  which  day  he  died;  that 
in  April,  1885,  proofs  of  his  death  were  filed  with  the  defend- 
ant in  regular  form,  and  thereupon  the  defendant  made  an 
assessment  as  stipulated  in  the  policy,  and  realized  there- 
from the  sum  of  $455.50,  which  was  all  they  were  able  to  col- 
lect on  said  assessment,  which  it  now  holds  subject  to  the 
decision  of  this  court;  that  the  application  upon  which  the  pol- 
icy was  issued  was  filled  up  by  said  Hair;  that  said  decedent, 
in  reply  to  the  question  as  to  the  date  of  his  birth,  stated  that 
he  was  bom  on  the  twenty-fifth  day  of  December,  1816;  but  that 
said  Hair  falsely  stated  it  in  said  application  as  December  25, 
1846,  but,  in  reading  the  answer  to  decedent,  read  it  as  De- 
cember 25,  1816;  that  decedent  had  no  knowledge  that  the 
date  of  his  birth  was  falsely  stated  in  said  application;  that 
the  policy  issued  to  decedent  stated  that  his  age  was  thirty- 
six;  that  said  policy  was  changed  by  said  Hair  after  it  was 
received  by  him,  and  before  he  delivered  it  to  decedent,  so  as 
to  represent  his  age  as  sixty-six,  of  which  change  decedent 
had  no  knowledge;  that  the  pretended  examination  of  the 
applicant  by  a  physician,  and  indorsement  on  the  application, 
was  forged  by  said  Hair  without  decedent's  knowledge,  and 
that  in  fact  no  physician's  examination  was  ever  made;  the 
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defendant  had  no  knowledge  of  the  false  statement  of  tiie 
age  of  the  applicant,  or  of  the  forging  of  the  physician's 
certificate,  or  of  the  change  of  the  age  on  the  policy,  nntil 
after  the  death  of  the  assured;  that  the  tme  age  of  the  de- 
cedent appeared  in  the  proof  of  death,  which  was  receiyed 
before  the  assessments  were  made;  that  under  the  rale  of 
defendant  company  no  policy  was  to  be  issued  to  any  pefBon 
over  sixty  years  of  age;  that  sometimes  applications  taken  by 
said  Hair  were  sent  by  him  directly  to  the  company,  and  that 
policies  were  sometimes  sent  by  the  company  directly  to  him 
for  delivery,  but  that  this  particular  policy  was  sent  to  Hair 
through  B.  A.  Bailey  &  Co.,  district  agents  of  defendant,  by 
whom  Hair  was  employed  to  take  applications  for  policies.  I 
further  find  that  the  assessments  made  under  the  policy  were 
made  upon  the  basis  of  the  age  of  thirty-six,  which  was  only 
one  half  the  assessment  due  upon  policies  issued  to  parties 
over  fifty-six,  the  amount  in  the  first  case  being  one  dollar, 
and  upon  the  second  two  dollars.  I  find  that  the  policies 
"Contain  the  following  provision,  it  being  the  only  one  relating 
to  the  authority  of  the  agent,  and  there  is  no  other  evidence  as 
to  the  authority  of  the  agent  Hair,  except  such  as  is  found  by 
the  court  in  said  clause  of  the  policies.  The  said  clause  reads 
as  follows:  *No.  7.  The  authority  of  the  agent  ends  with  send- 
ing in  the  application  and  delivering  the  policy,  and  he  has 
no  authority  to  collect  assessments  or  annual  dues;  nor  has 
the  agent  any  authority  to  waive  forfeiture,  or  change  in  any 
way  whatever  any  of  the  conditions,  provisions,  or  stipulations 
of  this  policy;  and  nothing  shall  be  intended  or  deemed  a 
waiver  or  a  forfeiture  or  a  change  of  the  terms  and  conditions 
of  this  policy,  on  the  part  of  the  association,  unless  indorsed 
by  the  president  or  secretary  thereon.' " 

1.  Was  Hair  the  defendant's  agent?  The  court  found  that 
he  claimed  to  be  acting  in  that  capacity,  and  that  he  for- 
warded the  application  upon  which  the  policy  issued  to  the 
plaintiff  through  Bailey  &  Co.,  and  that  Hair's  name  was  in- 
dorsed upon  such  application  as  agent.  The  defendant  knew, 
when  it  accepted  the  application  and  issued  the  policy,  that 
Hair,  claiming  to  act  as  its  agent,  had  procured  the  applica- 
tion, and  the  defendant  thereafter  received  from  the  assured 
all  of  the  dues  and  assessments  due  the  company,  accordiog 
to  the  terms  of  the  policy,  for  the  period  of  nearly  three  years. 
Having  received  and  enjoyed  all  the  benefits  of  Hair's  acts, 
the  defendant  cannot  now  be  permitted  to  say  he  was  not  its 
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agent:  Eadie  v.  Ashbaugh^  44  Iowa,  519;  Milligan  y.  DavU^  49 
Id.  126. 

2.  Is  the  defendant  bound  by  what  its  agent  did  when  act« 
ing  within  the  scope  of  the  authority  with  which  he  was  in- 
vested? We  think  this  must  be  so.  Hair,  as  it  must  be 
presumed  he  was  authorized  to  do,  filled  up  the  application, 
and  therein  he  falsely  stated  the  ago  of  the  assured;  and  of 
this  fact  neither  the  assured  nor  the  defendant  had  any  knowl« 
edge.  This  clearly  was  a  fraudulent  act.  But  as  Hair,  at 
the  time,  was  acting  within  the  scope  of  the  authority  with 
which  he  was  invested,  the  defendant  is  bound  by  the  fraud 
of  its  agent:  1  Parsons  on  Contracts,  73,  74;  Davis  v.  Danforthy 
65  Iowa,  601;  Bank  of  California  v.  Western  Union  Telegraph 
Co.j  52  Cal.  280;  Jeweit  v.  Carter,  132  Mass.  335.  The  same 
rule  must  prevail  as  to  the  medical  certificate  which  was 
forged  by  Hair,  and  such  is  true  as  to  the  material  alterations 
made  on  the  face  of  the  policy  by  Hair.  It  will  be  observed 
that  the  policy  was  intrusted  to  Hair  for  delivery  to  the  .as- 
sured, and  that  while  it  was  in  his  possession,  and  before  it 
was  delivered.  Hair  fraudulently  and  materially  changed  it. 
It  cannot  be  fairly  said  that  Hair  was  a  stranger  to  the  parties 
or  transaction,  as  counsel  for  the  defendant  contend.  Counsel 
further  claims  that  whoever  deals  with  an  agent  is  bound  to 
inquire  as  to  the  extent  of  his  authority.  That  such  is  the 
general  rule,  where  a  person  contracts  with  an  agent  for  a 
known  principal,  will  be  conceded;  but  whether  it  applies 
-with  full  force  when  the  agent  commits  a  fraud  on  both  his 
principal  and  the  party  contracted  with,  may  be  doubted,  for 
the  reason  that  it  cannot  be  presumed  that  a  fraud  will  be 
committed.  But  be  this  as  it  may.  Hair,  in  transacting  the 
business  of  the  defendant,  was  authorized  to  fill  up  the  appli- 
cation in  accordance  with  the  facts  stated  to  him  by  the  as- 
sured. He  therefore  was  acting  within  the  scope  of  the 
authority  with  which  he  was  invested,  and  this  is  true  as  to 
the  delivery  of  the  policy.  The  medical  certificate  was  an 
essential  part  of  the  application.  In  performing  the  business 
of  the  defendant,  Hair  perpetrated  a  fraud,  and  the  fact  that 
he  did  so  without  defendant's  knowledge  is  immaterial. 

The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  right,  and  must  be 
afiOrmed. 


InaoKAVOB  Ck>icPAirT  u  Bound  bt  Act  or  m  Aoint  in  filling  out  poUcy,  if 
ItaUowi  him  to  hold  himself  cat  as  having  general  powers,  and  it  is  estopped 
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to  aftenrarda  set  up  the  fnndnlent  misstatement  of  facts  in  the  policy,  if  tbt 
insared  had  no  knowledge  of  sach  frand:  See  Bariholomew  ▼.  Marhanu*  /m 
Co.,  96  Am.  Deo.  65,  and  note;  WUaonr,  MinMaotaetcIm,  Co,^  1  Am.  SLBm^ 
600,  and  note. 


Seablb  v.  Hill. 

ITS  Iowa,  8n.J 
Brwciww  PsBiORXANOB  or  Pabol  BxacfUTOST  Ck>5TRA0T  lOR  ABsmmiFr 
or  Patkitt  Bight  may  be  enforced;  a  parol  assignment  is  valid,  and  is 
not  forbidden  by  section  4898  of  the  Beviaed  Statntes  of  the  United 
States,  which  provides  that  patents  "  shall  be  assignable  in  law  by  la 
instrument  in  writing.** 

Bolton  and  McCoy^  for  the  appellant. 

John  F,  Laceyy  and  Searle  and  Scotty  for  the  appellees. 

Reed,  J.    There  is  no  controversy  as  to  the  facts  in  the 
case.    The  parties  each  owned  an  interest  in  a  patent  right 
covering  a  window  blind;  plaintiffs'  interest  covering  certaiD 
states  and  territories,  and  defendant's  covering  certain  other 
states  and  territories.     They  were  desirous  of  procuring  a 
patent  on  a  device  that  was  regarded  as  an  improvement  on  the 
article  covered  by  the  original  patent,  and  it  was  agreed  that 
defendant  should  proceed  to  Washington  city,  and  prosecute 
an  application  for  said  patent,  and  that  plaintiffs  should  pay 
one  half  the  expenses  incident  to  the  application,  which  it  was 
agreed  would  include  the  fees  of  the  patent-office,  and  of  the 
attorney  who  should  be  employed  to  prosecute  the  applica- 
tion, and  defendant's  personal  expenses  and  salary  while  en- 
gaged in  the  business.    It  was  also  agreed  that  the  letters 
patent  should  be  taken,  if  procured,  in  defendant's  name, 
and  that  he  would  thereafter  assign  to  plaintiffs  the  interest 
therein  covering  the  states  and  territories  which  are  covered 
by  their  interest  in  the  original  patent.   Defendant  did  proceed 
to  Washington,  and  caused  an  application  for  the  patent  to  be 
made  and  prosecuted,  and  the  letters  patent  were  issued  in 
his  name.     Plaintiffs  paid  the  proportion  which  they  agreed 
to  pay  of  the  cost  and  expense  of  procuring  the  patent,  but 
defendant  refuses  to  assign  to  them  any  interest  in  the  rigbt, 
and  it  is  to  compel  a  specific  performance  of  the  contract  thai 
this  action  is  prosecuted.    It  is  shown  that  defendant  is  now 
insolvent.    The  question  arising  on  these  facts  is,  whether  a 
court  of  equity  can  afford  the  remedy  which  is  sought  in  the 
action.    It  is  provided  by  statute  (B.  S.  U.  S.,  sec.  4898)  that 
patents  '^  shall  be  assignable  in  law  by  an  instrument  in 
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writiDg,"  and  it  is  contended  that  the  agreement  of  the  par- 
ties  is  incapable  of  enforcement  because  it  was  in  parol.  Bui 
that  does  not  follow.  The  proyision  merely  prescribes  the 
means  or  instrument  by  which  the  title  may  be  passed.  It 
does  not  forbid  the  making  of  a  parol  executory  contract  for 
the  sale  of  the  property.  Such  contract  can  be  performed,  it 
is  true,  only  by  executing  the  prescribed  instrument.  But  it 
occurs  in  many  cases  that  the  parol  agreement  of  a  party  is 
enforceable  when  the  thing  contracted  for  can  be  done  only 
by  executing  a  writing.  A  party  contracts  by  parol  for  the 
sale  and  conveyance  of  real  estate,  and  receives  tiie  stipulated 
price.  The  tiUe  can  be  passed  to  the  purchaser  only  by  a 
written  conveyance.  Courts  of  equity  have  always  aflTorded 
relief  in  such  cases  by  compelling  the  execution  of  the  con- 
veyance. Defendant's  agreement  was,  that  he  would  execute 
the  written  instrument  requisite  to  pass  to  plaintiffs  the 
interest  contracted  for.  The  object  of  the  suit  is  to  compel 
him  to  do  that  thing.  The  judgment  commands  him  to  per- 
form his  undertaking  by  executing  and  delivering  the  convey- 
ance. He  may  be  compelled  by  process  of  contempt  to  obey 
the  mandate,  or  the  conveyance  may  be  executed  in  his  name 
by  the  commissioner  appointed  by  the  court.  The  validity  of 
a  parol  assignment  of  a  patent,  as  between  the  i>arties,  has 
frequently  been  determined  by  the  courts:  Burte  v.  Partridge^ 
58  N.  H.  849;  Springfield  v.  Drakej  58  Id.  19;  PitU  v.  WhitTnan^ 
2  Story,  609;  Blakeney  v.  Ooodej  80  Ohio  St.  850.  In  Bumey 
T.  ilnnan,  107  Mass.  94,  9  Am.  Rep.  10,  a  specific  performance 
of  an  executory  contract  for  the  assignment  of  a  patent  was  de- 
creed. In  that  case  the  agreement  was  in  writing,  it  is  true,  but 
it  was  for  the  assignment  of  the  patent,  and  was  executory.  If 
an  agreement,  when  in  writing,  is  enforceable,  we  know  of  no 
such  reason  why  a  similar  agreement  in  parol  may  not  be  en- 
forced. It  was  held  in  Ager  v.  Murray,  105  U.  S.  126,  that  a 
patent  right  may  be  subjected  by  bill  in  equity  to  the  payment 
of  a  judgment  debt  of  the  patentee.  In  such  case  the  convey- 
ance to  the  purchaser  would  be  executed  by  an  ofiicer  or  com- 
missioner of  the  court.  The  case  is  important  as  declaring  the 
power  of  the  court  to  direct  the  execution  of  the  instrument 
necessary  for  the  transfer  of  the  title.  We  think  the  judg- 
ment is  well  sustained  by  reason  and  authority. 
Affirmed.  

Statb  C!oubt  mat  Eimacs  CIortraot  bstwhn  RnmBnrs  vo 
TjOMtrr  Bight:  Fuller  ▼.  BarUeU^  60  Am.  Bep.  838. 
AM.  ST.  Bar.,  Vol  V. — iA 
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EOK   t;.   SWENNUMSON. 

pt  Iowa,  I2S.] 

MosiQion  OAnror  Aoquibb  Tax  Titli,  axd  thsbbbt  Dobat  Moot> 
oiflOftli  TiTU»  and  tht  nune  rnU  applies  to  odb  wbo  holds  udor  tlit 
TIm  tax  mIo  oporafeM  as  payment  of  tbo 


Equitable  action  to  set  aside  a  tax  deed,  and  to  quiet  title. 
From  a  judgment  for  plaintiff  the  defendant  appealed. 

A.  C.  Bcylan^  for  the  appellant. 

ITimiii  Shaver^  for  the  appellee. 

Bbeb,  J.  On  the  27th  of  May,  1878,  Ole  J.  Overwold,  who  was 
then  the  owner  of  the  premiaeB  in  controversy,  executed  to  S. 
Bwennumson  a  mortgage  to  secure  an  indebtedness  of  twelve 
hundred  dollars.  On  the  80th  of  March,  1881,  Swennumson 
recovered  a  judgment  against  Overwold  foreclosing  said  mort- 
gage, and  on  the  same  day  he  assigned  said  judgment  to 
plaintiff.  In  February,  1885,  plaintiff  caused  the  premises 
to  be  sold  on  special  execution  issued  on  such  judgment,  and 
bid  them  in  for  the  amount  of  the  indebtedness,  and  costs; 
and  on  the  7th  of  April,  1886,  the  sheriff  executed  a  deed  to 
him  under  said  sale.  On  the  10th  of  November,  1879,  the 
property  was  sold  by  the  county  treasurer  for  the  delinquent 
taxes  of  1878,  and  was  bid  in  by  Swennumson;  and  on  the 
23d  of  March,  1883,  he  assigned  the  certificates  of  purchase  to 
John  J.  Swennumson,  to  whom  the  treasurer  gave  a  deed  on 
the  13th  of  September,  1884;  and  he  subsequently  gave  to 
defendant  a  conveyance  of  the  premises. 

It  will  be  observed  that  S.  Swennumson  was  the  owner  of 
the  mortgage  when  he  bid  in  the  premises  at  tax  sale,  and 
that  he  still  held  the  certificates  of  purchase  when  he  assigned 
the  judgment  of  foreclosure  to  plaintiff.  One  of  the  grounds 
upon  which  plaintiff  demands  relief  against  the  tax  deed  is, 
that  as  Swennumson  had  the  right  to  pay  the  taxes  for  the 
protection  of  his  security,  his  purchase  at  the  tax  sale  should 
be  regarded  merely  as  a  payment  of  them,  made  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  consequently  neither  he,  nor  any  person  holding 
under  him,  could  acquire  title  under  the  certificates;  and  we 
think  this  position  should  be  sustained.  It  was  held  in  Fatr 
V.  Brown^  40  Iowa,  209,  and  GarretUon  v.  Seofidd^  44  Id.  35, 
that  a  junior  mortgagee  cannot,  by  bidding  the  property  in  at 
tax  sale,  acquire  title,  and  thereby  defeat  the  senior  mortgage; 
and  in  the  former  case  it  is  said  that  he  cannot  by  that  means 
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acquire  title  as  against  the  mortgagor.  The  ground  of  the 
holding  is,  that  as  the  party  had  the  right  to  pay  the  taxes 
for  the  protection  of  his  security,  it  would  be  inequitable  to 
permit  him  to  acquire  title  by  purchasing  the  property  for  the 
delinquent  taxes,  and  thereby  defeat  the  lien  of  the  senior 
mortgage,  and  cast  upon  the  mortgagor  the  weight  of  both  his 
own  and  the  senior  lien.  Plaintiff's  equities  are  equally  as 
strong  as  would  be  those  in  fftvor  of  a  senior  mortgagee  or  the 
mortgagor.  He  in  fact  stands  in  the  place  of  the  latter,  for 
by  his  purchase  under  the  foreclosure  he  acquired  all  his 
estate  and  rights  in  the  land. 

The  judgment  of  the  district  court  will  be  affirmed. 

MoBnoAon  gahvot  8st  vt  Tax  Tnui  Aoquoxd  bt  Him  lOAnin  thi 
IflOBTOAOOB:  See  ififft  ▼.  Twke^,  S3  Am.  Deo.  74;  nor  oaa  one  who  holde 
mder  the  nortgigez  See  note  to  VFUton  ▼.  Jamimm^  1  Am.  St  Bep.  S37»  63SL 


Harms  v.  Palmbb. 

nt  IOWA,  418.] 

A  BsDnimmr  sr  tbx  Mobtoaoob's  QtVL^smsM,  ov  Pbopibtt  Sold  ufov 
BuDUUTJimr,  besed  upon  a  deoree  of  f oredoeore  for  part  of  the  debt^  di« 
▼eeti  the  property  of  a  Judgment  lien  for  the  remaining  part  of  the 
mortgage  debt^  although  had  the  judgment  debtor  htmif^^f  redeemed,  all 
the  Judgments  against  him  whidh  would  be  liens  upon  the  property  if  it 
bad  not  been  sold  upon  exeention  would  be  liens  after  redemption. 

Bquitablb  action  for  relief  against  execution  sale  of  land. 
Appeal  by  defendant. 

NagU  and  BirdaaUy  for  the  appellant. 

WUUams  and  Baler j  for  the  appellee. 

Adams,  C.  J.  The  execution  in  this  case  was  issued  upon 
a  judgment  rendered  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  Palmer, 
against  one  Harm  S.  Harms.  The  property  levied  upon, 
however,  belonged  to  the  plaintiff,  Wobkelina  Harms.  So  far 
there  is  no  controversy.  The  controversy  arises  out  of  the 
fact  that,  at  the  time  the  defendant's  judgment  was  rendered, 
the  property  belonged  to  the  judgment  debtor.  The  plaintiff 
acquired  title  by  purchase  and  conveyance  from  him,  after  the 
rendition  of  the  judgment.  The  defendant  contends  that  the 
lien  of  the  judgment  was  in  force  upon  the  property  after  it 
passed  into  the  plaintiff's  hands.  The  plaintiff  contends  that 
it  bad  been  divested  by  reason  of  an  execution  sale. 
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The  fact  iSi  that  this  property  had  heen  mortgaged  to  eecme 
certain  promissory  notes.  On  a  part  of  the  notes  one  Morion 
obtained  judgment  and  a  decree  of  forecloenre.  On  others 
of  the  notes,  which  by  their  terms  matured  later,  the  defend- 
ant obtained  judgment  and  a  decree  of  foreclosure.  Morton 
sold  under  his  decree,  and  bid  in  the  property  for  the  amoani 
of  his  judgment;  and  the  plaintiff,  as  grantee  of  the  judg- 
ment debtor,  redeemed  from  Morton.  In  our  opinion,  the 
property  became  divested  of  the  defendant's  lien. 

The  question  presented  has  been  substantially  ruled  upon 
several  times.    The  purchaser  of  property  from  a  judgment 
debtor,  which  has  been  sold  upon  execution,  has  the  same 
right  of  redemption  which  the  judgment  debtor  had.     He 
may  redeem  by  paying  the  amount  for  which  the  property  was 
sold,  with  interest.    The  result  of  his  redemption,  however,  is 
not  the  same  as  if  the  judgment  debtor  had  made  no  sale  and 
conveyance,  and  had  made  redemption  himself.    In  such  a 
case,  of  course,  all  the  judgments  against  him,  which  would 
be  liens  upon  Uie  property  if  it  had  not  been  sold  upon  execu- 
tion,  would  be  liens  after  redemption.    He  would  sustain  the 
same  relation  to  the  land  that  he  would  to  any  other  land 
which  he  might  own  in  the  same  county.    If  Hami  S.  Ebums 
had  not  sold  and  conveyed  the  land  in  controversy,  but  had 
himself  redeemed,  the  defendant's  judgment  would  have  been 
a  lien  upon  the  property,  and  could  have  been  enforced  against 
it.    The  case  is  different  in  respect  to  the  plaintiff,  a  grantee 
of  the  judgment  debtor.    The  defendant's  judgment  was  for 
a  part  of  the  same  mortgage  debt  upon  which  Morton's  judg- 
ment was  rendered.    The  sale  under  Morton's  judgment  ex- 
hausted the  property  so  far  as  that  mortgagedebtwas  concerned. 
It  had  been  sold  for  all  that  Morton  or  the  defendant  was  will- 
ing to  give  for  it.    It  was  probably  sold  for  too  little.     We 
must  assume,  indeed,  that  the  right  of  redemption  was  valu- 
able, because  it  was  sold,  and  the  purchaser  effected  redemp- 
tion.   If  it  was  impracticable  for  the  judgment  debtor  to 
avail  himself  of  the  right  on  account  of  the  balance  of  tbe 
mortgage  debt  due  by  judgment  against  him,  his  only  re- 
source was  to  sell  his  right  of  redemption  for  what  he  could 
get.    The  defendant  has  no  reason  to  complain  that  he  is  not 
allowed  to  follow  the  land.    He  should  have  bid  at  the  exe> 
cution  sale  until  the  property  brought  its  full  value,  and 
claimed  a  lien  upon  the  balance  of  the  proceeds  after  the  pay- 
ment of  Morton.    This  court  has  persistently  refused,  aa  will 
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l)e  aeea  by  the  later  decisiozis  respecting  jadgment  oreditora' 
vightft  after  execation  sale,  to  lend  itself  to  any  scheine  de* 
signed  to  sacrifice  the  judgment  debtor's  property.  Tfa«  rule 
contended  Sat  would  have  that  result:  Claytofi  v.  EUiSf  60 
Iowa,  690;  E$cher  v.  SimmmSf  64  Id.  269;  Barma  ▼.  Palmer^ 
61  Id*  488;  Saa-din  v.  White,  63  Id.  633. 

In  our  opinion,  the  defendant  was  not  entitled  to  subject 
the  land  to  his  judgment. 

Afibmed.  

HmoiB  or  Bqnjinr  or  BBDmrnoir  uro  Lmal  Brixi:  8es  Aowlat  t. 


HeLLMAN   V.  EllENB. 

m  IOWA,4tfLl 

Skatutb  ov  LooTATBOiEra.  —  Ama  as  AMtnovMJon  ma  tbs  Basavrr  or 
GBmnoM^  h  if  oompetent  for  the  Mtrignflr  to  inak«  a  new  promiM  in 
writing  to  pay»  wbidi  will  bttrotfao  aftot  tovofivo  tiiodtbli  thos  mnov- 
1^  tlie  bic  of  tbe  statute  and  bindiiig  the  ■wignee^  end  t)ie  othw  ersdl- 
ton  have  no  groond  to  oompkin. 

Ordham  otid  Cady,  for  the  appellant. 
Foule  and  Lyonj  for  the  appellee. 

BscKy  J.  1.  William  Stolteben  assigned  his  pioperty  to 
defendant  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors.  The  plaintiff  filed 
a  claim  with  the  assignee,  based  upon  six  promissory  notes 
made  to  him  by  the  assignor.  As  to  five,  there  is  no  dispute; 
but  the  assignee  and  the  creditors,  other  than  plaintiff,  object 
to  the  payment  of  the  other  one,  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations  before  the  assignment. 
After  the  claim  of  plaintiff  was  filed  with  the  assignee,  the 
assignor  made  a  promise  in  writing  to  pay  this  note.  The 
circuit  court  held  that  this  new  promise  does  not  remove 
the  bar  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  which  is  set  up  by  the 
assignee  and  the  other  creditors.  The  question  for  our  deter- 
mination  in  the  case  is  this:  Is  it  competent  for  the  assignor, 
after  the  assignment  is  made,  to  make  a  new  promise  in  writ- 
ing to  pay,  which  will  have  the  effect  to  revive  the  debt,  thus 
removing  the  bar  of  the  statute?  The  circuit  court  held  that 
it  would  not.  We  think  the  decision  should  have  been  the 
other  way. 

2.  The  assignment  transferred  the  legal  title  of  the  property 
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of  the  aadgnee,  to  be  held  in  trust  by  the  assignee  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  creditors  of  the  assignor,  and  if  any  balance  re- 
mained, to  pay  to  the  assignor,  who  continued  to  hold  a  tmsl 
interest  to  that  extent  in  the  property.  The  assignment  did 
not  change  the  relation  of  the  creditors  and  the  assignor.  He 
continued  to  be  the  debtor,  and  his  contracts  upon  which  his 
indebtedness  arose  continued  binding  upon  him.  The  only 
effect  of  the  assignment,  as  between  the  debtor  and  crediton, 
was  to  subject  the  property  assigned  to  the  payment  of  bis 
debts.  The  assignee,  under  the  law,  is  charged  with  the 
power  and  duty  to  devote  the  property  to  that  purpose.  He 
cannot  by  his  acts  or  objectionB  change  the  rights  and  rela- 
tions existing  under  the  contract  between  the  assignor  and  his 
creditors. 

The  statute  provides  that  an  action  on  a  promissory  note 
is  barred  in  ten  years,  and  that  a  cause  of  action  thus  barred 
is  ^^  revived  ....  by  a  new  promise  to  pay  the  same,'*  made 
in  writing:  Code,  sec.  2539.  This  new  promise  is  of  courae  to 
be  made  by  the  debtor.  The  statute  does  not  contemplate  the 
promise  of  any  other  person.  Therefore  it  cannot  be  made 
by  the  assignee,  and  the  statute  of  limitations,  conferring  upon 
the  debtor  a  personal  right  to  protection,  cannot,  therefore, 
be  invoked  by  any  other  person:  See  Sanger  v.  NightiTigale^ 
122  U.  8. 176.  An  executor  or  an  administrator  may  plead 
the  bar  of  the  statute  {Sander$  v.  RoherUony  23  Miss.  389), 
on  the  ground,  probably,  that  he  stands  in  tiie  place-  of  the 
deceased,  and  may  enforce  all  of  the  personal  rights  he  held 
while  living.  But  an  executor  or  administrator  cannot  revive 
the  debt,  after  it  is  barred,  by  a  new  promise  to  pay,  for  the 
reason,  probably,  that  he  was  not  the  party  making  the  original 
promise,  and  is  not  authorised  to  renew  the  promise  of  the  de- 
cedent, and  bind  the  estate  thereby:  See  Bloodgood  v.  Bruen^  8 
N. Y. 862;  Henderstmy.IUleyj  11  Smede8&M.9;  49  Am.Dec 41. 
The  right  to  invoke  or  waive  the  protection  of  the  statute,  be- 
ing personal  in  its  nature,  can  be  exercised  by  the  debtor,  and 
by  him  alone.  He  may  be  required,  in  good  conscience,  to 
waive  it  and  revive  the  debt.  The  law  will  in  no  manner  im- 
pose a  burden  upon  him  by  forbidding  him  to  do  that  which 
his  conscience  directs  him  to  do.  If  he  revive  the  debt  by  a 
new  promise,  the  other  creditors  have  no  ground  to  complain. 
They  are  deprived  of  no  right  which  is  paramount  to  the  right 
of  the  creditor  whose  debt  is  revived.  They  possess  no  lien 
or  priority  which  is  defeated.    They  do  not  stand  in  the  posi- 
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tion  of  purchasers,  and  bold  no  equity  superior  to  tbe  other 


8«  Day  ▼.  Baldmnj  84  Iowa,  880,  is  not  in  conflict  with  our 
conclusions.  The  person  making  the  admission  which  in  that 
case  was  set  up  as  reviving  the  debt  bad  no  interest  in  the 
event  of  the  suit,  and  it  was  not  sought  to  bind  him  by  the 
judgment.  In  this  case,  the  assignor  is  the  debtor,  notwith- 
etanding  the  assignment,  and  he  has  an  interest  in  the  dis- 
tribution of  the  proceeds  of  the  property  assigned,  and  is  en- 
titled to  the  surplus,  should  any  remain  after  the  debts  are 
paid. 

It  is  our  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  ought 
to  be  reversed*  ^_^ 

DnsGB  MAT  Waits  Bak  or  BtJoorm  or  LmnAraon  in  Rbvite  Dnr 
by  110W  pcomiw  made  after  oommenoemeat  of  prnoat(lingi  in  iiiMl?«iflj»  and 
•ith«r  bafon  or  aftar  diaohaiga:  8aa Xerowv.  WUmarthf  88  Am.  Deo.  701| 


LUOB  V.   MOOBEHBAD. 

ITS  Iowa,  ML] 

Chattel Hobioa0b  Oovsriro  *'All  Gbops  Gbowiho  axb  to  bb  Gbowh" 
ia  not  Toid  for  nnoortamty  aa  to  tbai  part  whioh  refera  to  "  all  oropa 
growing,"  in  that  it  fails  to  specify  the  year  in  which  the  crop  waa  to  be 
grown,  bat  iaToidaa  to  the  part  which  refera  to  the  cropa  "to  be  grown.** 

BvimffOB.— Iir  AonoN  to  Ento&ce  Lakdlobb's  Loir  against  crops  al- 
leged to  have  been  converted,  certain  chattel  mortgages  npon  the  cropsi 
held  by  third  persons,  which  were  exeonted  after  the  cropa  were  planted, 
and  before  the  conveyance  of  the  land  to  the  plaintiff  are  admissible  im 
evidence^  when  they  woald,  if  they  were  pluramonnt  to  the  lien,  defeat  a 
reoovery. 

J7.  H.  Soadifer  and  J.  W.  Barnhari^  for  tbe  appellant. 
8.  H.  Coehranj  for  the  appellees. 

Bbck,  J.  1.  The  petition  alleges  that  plaintiff  held  a  land- 
lord's  lien  upon  certain  grown  com  upon  land  leased  by  her 
to  one  Lake,  for  which  the  rent  remains  due  and  unpaid,  and 
that  Lake  sold  and  delivered  the  corn  to  defendant  Moorehead, 
which  he  has  converted  to  his  own  use.  Tbe  plaintiff  seeks 
in  this  action  to  recover  the  value  of  the  corn.  The  defendant 
alleges  in  his  answer  that  Lake  executed  to  him  a  chattel 
mortgage,  under  which  he  acquired  the  corn  in  controversy, 
before  the  lease  upon  which  plaintiff  claims  was  executed; 
that  Lake  at  that  time  owned  tbe  land  upon  which  the  corn 
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was  grown,  and  aobeequently  cooveyed  it  to  plaiatiff,  and  ex* 
ecnted  the  lease,  and  that  the  corn  was  planted  befidre  tho 
lease  was  executed.  Hillis  interyened,  claiming  that  the  com 
was  covered  by  a  chattel  mortgage  executed  to  him  by  Lako 
before  the  mortgage  to  defendant  Moorehead  was  executed. 
The  cause  was  tried  to  a  jury,  and  a  verdict  was  had  for  de- 
fendant as  against  plaintiff,  and  for  the  intervexK>r  as  agaixist 
defendant  for  a  small  sum,  upon  which  judgments  were  ren- 
dered. Plaintiff  appeals,  but  defendant  does  not  appeal  from 
the  judgment  in  favor  of  the  intervener. 

2.  The  mortgage  under  which  defendant  acquired  the  com 
conveys,  among  other  property,  ''all  crops  growing  and  to  be 
grown"  upon  the  land  covert  by  plaintiff's  lease.  The  evi- 
dence supports  the  allegations  of  defendant's  answers  as  to 
the  date  of  the  exeeution  of  the  mortgage  being  prior  to  the 
execution  of  the  deed  of  the  land  and  the  lease  to  plaintiff, 
and  the  allegation  that  the  com  was  planted  before  the  mort- 
gage was  executed.  But  plaintiff  insists  that  the  mortgage 
as  to  the  com  is  void  for  uncertainty  in  the  description,  for  the 
reason  that  it  feuls  to  designate  the  year  in  which  the  crop  was 
grown.  Plaintiff,  to  support  this  positiim,  relies  upon  Penning' 
Um  V.  /ofiea,  67  Iowa,  87.  That  case  holds  that  a  mortgage, 
covering  crops  ''to  be  sown  and  raised"  upon  certain  land  de- 
scribed, was  void  for  uncertainty,  in  that  it  CEuled  to  specify 
the  year  in  which  the  crop  was  to  be  grown.  As  to  the  com 
in  question,  there  is  no  such  uncertainty  in  the  mortgage  in- 
voked in  this  case.  It  covers  crops  growing;  that  is,  crops 
growing  when  the  instrament  was  executed.  It  thus  deeig- 
nates  the  year  in  which  the  crops  are  grown  as  the  year  in 
which  the  mortgage  was  executed.  It  would  be  void^under 
the  case  jost  named  as  to  the  crops  ''to  be  grown";  but  as 
such  crops  are  not  involved  in  this  case,  this  uncertain  de- 
scription can  have  no  effect  upon  defendant's  rights.  An  in- 
strument may  be  valid  as  to  the  property  sufficiently  described, 
and  void  for  uncertainty  of  the  description  of  other  property. 
The  objection  to  defendant's  mortgage  on  the  ground  of  uncer- 
tainty of  the  description  was  made  upon  the  offer  to  introduce 
it  in  evidence,  and  was  renewed  in  requests  to  instruct  the  jury. 
In  each  case  it  was  correctly  overruled. 

8.  The  district  court,  against  plaintiff's  objection,  permitted 
the  mortgage  under  which  the  intervener  claims,  and  other 
mortgages  to  other  persons,  to  be  introduced  in  evidence.  The 
objection  is  renewed  in  this  court.    We  think  it  is  not  well 
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taken.  Plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  for  the  conversion  of  prop- 
erty npon  which  she  held  a  lien.  If  these  mortgages  were 
paramount  to  her  lien,  her  claim  would  be  defeated,  for  she 
eonld  not  recover  against  defendant  unless  she  showed  that 
eke  waa  entitled  to  enforce  her  lien  against  the  corn.  In  that 
eaae,  the  holders  of  these  mortgages,  and  not  plaintiff,  are  en- 
titled to  complain  on  account  of  the  conversion  of  the  prop- 
erty. She  cannot  recover  against  defendant  when  it  is  shown, 
as  it  was  by  these  mortgages,  that  her  lien  cannot  be  enforced 
against  the  com. 

Aa  the  defendant  does  not  appeal,  no  question  arises  in  the 
case  as  to  the  judgment  in  favor  of  the  intervenor. 

The  foregoing  considerations  dispose  of  all  questions  signed 
l>y  plaintiff's  counseL  The  judgment  of  the  district  oonit  is 
affirmed.  «_ 

HoBiiiAflSorQBOWouiCBOfS:  Qn^ms^toCfreggr.Sai^ord^  76  Am.  Dae^ 
7S8etMq. 
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178  Iowa,  ffiB.] 

AiOBOvea  Goimucr  ov  Saub  is  or  Wsimra,  Pavql  EvmnrGB  oar  Fbaud 
AVB  HiSRJEFBnxziTATiozra  18  Adxxssibli  TO  DsRAT  Rboovibt  wh«a 
plMided  M  a  coanterclaiiii  to  action  on  note  given  for  the  pnrehaae  prioe. 
XIm  lad  that  the  frand  and  misrepnaentationa  were  made  befoire  the 
ooBtraot  and  note  were  exeoated  doei  not  preyent  ihowing  that  they 
were  indnoementi  to  the  pnrehaae,  and  that  the  Tondee  thereby  laa- 
tamed  Iocs  and  damage. 

SiUL  —  QuBTXOir  OF  Ykndib'b  Wattkb  ov  Riobt  to  Defescd  on  Obouiib 
or  Fbavd  n  Pbofiblt  SuBiOTf  bi>  to  thb  Jubt»  where  Tendee  had 
knowledge  of  the  frand  prior  to  eaeention  ol  written  oontraot  of  eale^ 
and  thereafter  ezeontea  note  for  purchase  price^  if  there  is  some  evi« 
denoe  tending  to  rebnt  the  presumption  that  the  note  was  a  settlement 
of  the  claim  for  damages  arising  from  the  fraud. 

Sum,  —  Yshdob's  Fiutn>  n  Gbow d  ov  Bjkoyxrt  m  OoinmitaLAnc  to 
aekion  for  pnrohaae  price  of  goods  sold,  although  there  is  an  absence  of 
proof  of  warraa^. 

AiraAL.  —  BxruNoa  and  Judoicbnt  of  Trial  Coubt  abb  Pbisfkbd  Cob- 
Bior,  in  the  absence  of  positive  error  appearing  in  the  abstract. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff.    The  facte  appear  in  the  opinion. 

B.  H.  Whipple^  for  the  appellant 

WiUiama  and  Baker^  for  the  appellee. 

BscK,  J.    1.  The  defendant^  in  his  ansvrer,  admita  the  ezs- 
entioQ  of  the  note,  but,  as  a  defense,  sets  up  a  failure  of  oon- 
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lideratioD,  alleging  that  the  note  iras  giTen  to  jdaintiff  fin*  the 
pturchaee  price  of  two  harrows  and  one  seeder,  and  that  one 
of  the  harrows  was  never  delivered  to  him.  He  fbrfher  sets 
up  a  oonnterclaim  in  the  following  language:  **  That  the  de- 
fendant was  induced  to  purchase  said  machinery  throng^  the 
false  and  fraudulent  representations  of  the  plaintiff's  agent^ 
made  prior  to  the  execution  of  the  note,  to  the  effect  that  said 
machinery  was  well  adapted  to  the  use  for  which  it  waa  in- 
tended; that  the  said  articles  are  ready  sale,  and  well  worth 
the  price  agreed  to  be  paid,  etc.;  that,  in  fact,  all  the  eaid 
representations  were  false  and  fraudulent,  and  that  said  ma- 
chinery was  not  adapted  to  the  uses  represented;  that  it  was 
of  no  value,  and  unsalable;  that  the  defendant  is  an  agri- 
cultural implement  dealer,  but  did  not  know  whether  the 
representations  were  true  or  false,  but,  relying  upon  aaid  rep- 
resentations, he  purchased  the  goods  in  question,  and  that,  on 
account  of  the  worthlessness  of  said  goods,  and  the  false  rep- 
resentations of  plaintiff,  he  has  been  damaged  in  the  sum  of 
$150,  for  which  he  asks  judgment."  The  plaintiff  claimed  to 
recover  the  amount  of  the  face  of  the  note,  $95.55,  with  inter- 
est. The  verdict  and  judgment  were  for  plaintiff  in  the  sum 
of  ten  dollars 

2.  The  defendant  was  permitted,  against  plaintiff's  objec- 
tion, to  introduce  evidence  showing  the  representationa  as  to 
the  character,  quality,  and  value  of  the  implements  for  which 
the  note  was  given,  made  by  plsintiff  or  its  agent  before  the 
written  contract  of  sale  was  made,  and  before  the  note  was 
executed.  It  is  insisted  that  the  evidence  was  erroneoosly 
admitted,  for  the  reason  that  it  tends  to  establish,  by  parol,  a 
warranty,  when  the  contract  was  in  writing,  and  could  not,  in 
that  way,  be  varied,  changed,  or  extended.  But  the  evidence 
does  not  tend  to  establish  a  warranty,  and  was,  doubtless,  not 
introduced  and  admitted  for  that  purpose.  It  was,  however, 
competent  to  show  fraud  and  misrepresentations,  which  de- 
fendant had  set  up  in  his  counterclaim  as  a  ground  of  defense 
and  recovery  on  his  part.  The  fact  that  the  fraud  and  mis- 
representations were  made  before  the  contract  and  note  were 
executed  does  not  prevent  defendant  from  showing  that  be 
was  induced  thereby  to  enter  into  the  contract,  and  that  he 
suffered  loss  and  damages  thereby.  The  fraud  and  misrepre- 
sentations were  inducements  to  the  purchase,  and  of  neoessitj 
must  have  existed  before  the  execution  of  the  written  contract 

8.  Plaintiff  insists  that  the  court  ought  to  have  sustained 
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its  motion  for  a  verdict,  for  the  reasons  that  the  evidence 
shows  that  defendant,  when  he  executed  the  note,  had  knowl- 
edge of  the  breach  of  warranty  and  fraud,  and  thereby  waived 
his  right  to  set  them  up  as  a  defense. 

4.  We  need  not  determine  the  question  as  to  whether  such 
knowledge  waives  defendant's  right,  for  the  reason  that  there 
was  some  evidence  tending  to  show  that,  when  he  executed 
the  note,  he  reserved  his  right  to  claim  damages  for  the  fraud 
and  misrepresentation.  To  justify  the  court  in  directing  a 
verdict  for  one  party,  there  should  be  an  absence  of  all  proof 
the  other  way.  There  being  some  evidence,  though  slight,  the 
district  court  rightly  submitted  the  case  to  the  jury.  While 
most  of  the  evidence  on  this  point  was  rejected  or  stricken 
out,  yet  it  does  not  appear  that  defendant,  in  the  negotiations 
zesultang  in  the  execution  of  the  note,  did  claim  damages,  and 
there  is  other  evidence  tending  to  show  that  this  claim  was 
not  settled  or  withdrawn  when  the  note  was  given.  The  note 
was,  in  fiact,  a  settlement  of  plaintiff's  claim  under  the  prior 
contract;  but  there  is  no  evidence  that  other  matters  were 
settled.  We  think  that  there  was  some  evidence  tending  to 
rebut  the  presumption  thai  the  settlement  included  defend- 
ant's claim  for  damages. 

6.  Plaintiff  maintains  that  the  verdict  is  not  supported  by 
the  evidence,  in  that  there  was  no  proof  of  a  warranty  or  fraud. 
Am  we  have  seen,  the  defendant  could  recover  on  the  counter- 
claim, in  the  absence  of  proof  of  a  warranty,  upon  the  fraud 
and  folse  representations.  We  think  that  the  verdict  upon 
the  counterclaim  is  not  without  the  support  of  evidence. 

6.  The  abstract  does  not  contain  the  instructions  given  ta 
the  jury.  We  are  to  presume  that  they  were  correct,  and 
must  exercise  every  presumption  in  support  of  the  rulings 
and  judgment  of  the  court,  in  the  absence  of  positive  error 
appearing  in  the  abstract.  We  reach  the  conclusion  that  no 
error  is  shown. 

We  have  considered  all  questions  argued  by  counseL  Tho 
judgment  of  the  district  court  is  af5rmed. 


fkiim  HAT  BS  SxT  vp  Aa  Dxrsifgx  ni  Aohon  upon  Ck>iiTEACT  or  Salb 
lor  purchase  price  of  goods  sold:  Cecil  v.  Spwrgerf  82  Am.  Dec  IM;  sad  see 
aoie  to  Barnard  ▼.  Jhmean,  90  Id.  425  etieq.;  though  the  contrmcl  be  in- 
writing:  JlonteT.  OroM^  94Id.  62. 

Bbbob  kust  AnnucATivicLT  Appsab  of  Rioobd,  or  the  mlingi  of  the 
eonrt  wiU  be  presiimed  to  have  been  eoneet:  See  J^pim  ▼.  RmcUqf,  mUif  p^ 
SS^andaote. 
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lideratioDy  alleging  that  the  note  was  giyen  to  plaintiff  fior  the 
parchaae  price  of  two  harrows  and  one  seeder,  and  that  one 
of  the  harrows  was  never  delivered  to  him.  He  fbrther  sets 
np  a  oonnterclaim  in  the  following  language:  "  That  the  de- 
fendant was  induced  to  purchase  said  machinery  throBgh  the 
fjftlse  and  fraudulent  representations  of  the  plaintiflfs  agent, 
made  prior  to  the  execution  of  the  note,  to  the  effect  that  said 
machinery  was  well  adapted  to  the  use  for  which  it  waa  in- 
tended; that  the  said  articles  are  ready  sale,  and  well  worth 
the  price  agreed  to  be  paid,  etc.;  that,  in  fact,  all  the  said 
representations  were  false  and  fraudulent,  and  that  said  ma- 
chinery was  not  adapted  to  the  uses  represented;  that  it  was 
of  no  value,  and  unsalable;  that  the  defendant  is  an  agri- 
cultural implement  dealer,  but  did  not  know  whether  the 
representations  were  true  or  false,  but,  relying  upon  said  rep- 
resentations, he  purchased  the  goods  in  question,  and  that,  on 
account  of  the  worthlessness  of  said  goods,  and  the  false  rep- 
resentations of  plaintiff,  he  has  been  damaged  in  the  sum  of 
$150,  for  which  he  asks  judgment."  The  plaintiff  daimed  to 
recover  the  amount  of  the  face  of  the  note,  $95.55,  with  inter- 
est. The  verdict  and  judgment  were  for  plaintiff  in  the  sum 
of  ten  dollars 

2.  The  defendant  was  permitted,  against  plaintiff's  objec- 
tion, to  introduce  evidence  showing  the  representationB  as  to 
the  character,  quality,  and  value  of  the  implements  for  which 
the  note  was  given,  made  by  plaintiff  or  its  agent  before  the 
written  contract  of  sale  was  made,  and  before  the  note  was 
executed.  It  is  insisted  that  the  evidence  was  erroneously 
admitted,  for  the  reason  that  it  tends  to  establish,  by  parol,  a 
warranty,  when  the  contract  was  in  writing,  and  could  not^  in 
that  way,  be  varied,  changed^  or  extended.  But  the  evidence 
does  not  tend  to  establish  a  warranty,  and  was,  doubtless,  not 
introduced  and  admitted  for  that  purpose.  It  was,  however, 
competent  to  show  fraud  and  misrepresentations,  which  de- 
fendant had  set  up  in  his  counterclaim  as  a  ground  of  defense 
and  recovery  on  his  part.  The  &ct  that  the  fraud  and  mis- 
representations were  made  before  the  contract  and  note  wero 
executed  does  not  prevent  defendant  fit>m  showing  that  he 
was  induced  thereby  to  enter  into  the  contract,  and  that  he 
suffered  loss  and  damages  thereby.  The  fraud  and  misrepre- 
sentations were  inducements  to  the  purchase,  and  of  necessity 
must  have  existed  before  the  execution  of  the  written  contract 

8.  Plaintiff  insists  that  the  court  ought  to  have  sustained 
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its  motion  for  a  verdict,  for  the  reasons  that  the  evidence 
shows  that  defendant,  when  he  executed  the  note,  had  knowl- 
edge of  the  breach  of  warranty  and  fraud,  and  thereby  waived 
his  right  to  set  them  up  as  a  defense. 

4.  We  need  not  determine  the  question  as  to  whether  such 
knowledge  waives  defendant's  right,  for  the  reason  that  there 
was  some  evidence  tending  to  show  that,  when  he  executed 
the  note,  he  reserved  his  right  to  claim  damages  for  the  fraud 
and  misrepresentation.  To  justify  the  court  in  directing  a 
verdict  for  one  party,  there  should  be  an  absence  of  all  proof 
the  other  way.  There  being  some  evidence,  though  slight,  the 
district  court  rightly  submitted  the  case  to  the  jury.  While 
most  of  the  evidence  on  this  point  was  rejected  or  stricken 
out,  yet  it  does  not  appear  that  defendant,  in  the  negotiations 
zesultang  in  the  execution  of  the  note,  did  claim  damages,  and 
there  is  other  evidence  tending  to  show  that  this  claim  was 
not  settled  or  withdrawn  when  the  note  was  given.  The  note 
was,  in  fiact,  a  settlement  of  plaintiff's  claim  under  the  prior 
contract;  but  there  is  no  evidence  that  other  matters  were 
settled.  We  think  that  there  was  some  evidence  tending  to 
rebut  the  presumption  that  the  settlement  included  defend- 
ant's claim  for  damages. 

6.  Plaintiff  maintains  that  the  verdict  is  not  supported  by 
the  evidence,  in  that  there  was  no  proof  of  a  warranty  or  fraud. 
Am  we  have  seen,  the  defendant  could  recover  on  the  counter- 
claim, in  the  absence  of  proof  of  a  warranty,  upon  the  fraud 
and  fiftlse  representations.  We  think  that  the  verdict  upon 
the  counterclaim  is  not  without  the  support  of  evidence. 

6.  The  abstract  does  not  contain  the  instructions  given  U> 
the  jury.  We  are  to  presume  that  they  were  correct,  and 
must  exercise  every  presumption  in  support  of  the  ruling» 
and  judgment  of  the  court,  in  the  absence  of  positive  error 
appearing  in  the  abstract.  We  reach  the  conclusion  that  no 
error  is  shown. 

We  have  considered  all  questions  argued  by  counseL  The 
judgment  of  the  district  court  is  af5rmed. 


7ftAin>  MAY  BS  SXT  VP  AS  DeVERU  »  AOHON  UPON  Ck>RTBACT  OW  SaLB 

lor  pmchMtt  price  of  goods  lold:  CteU  v.  Spwger,  82  Am.  Deo.  liO;  and  8e» 
Boto  to  Samard  ▼.  Duncan,  90  Id.  425  etieq.;  thoagh  the  ooQtracI  be  isk 
writing:  JlonteT.  Onw^  94Id.  62. 

Xrbob  kust  AnnucATivicLT  Appsab  of  Rxoobd,  or  the  mlixi^  of  the 
court  will  be  prenuned  to  hare  been  eoneot:  See  J^pim  ▼.  RmcUqf,  mUif  p^ 
66^  andmota. 
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HiNSON  V.  Bailet. 

pS  Iowa,  M4.J 

Dud  n  Dutud  to  gitatM  wImts  gimator  Imtw  H  vith  tidrd  pif^r 
wMi  iiirtraotioiu  nol  to  iwoid  it  tm  af tw  gnoftor^  dM^ 
Buufaot iatant thftt it ihoQld tftko tfiEwt imsMdiaMj.    lliotiiiidpw^ 
inthfttoMoiooaljaidooQStodiHilorthoparpoMof  koeping  thoted 


Acnoir  for  partitkm;  a^vmcnt  by  deftndanta  of  oole  owne^ 
•hip  of  the  land  in  them.  Appeal  by  plaintifia  firom  decree 
■diinniifiiiig  eoinphuiit. 

Newman  and  Blake^  D.  Y.  (herUm^  a/nd  Poor  and  BoUvte, 
tot  the  appellant. 

/.  C.  Power ^  for  the  appellee. 

Adams,  C,  J.  The  land  was  fbnnerly  owned  by  one  In 
HineoDy  now  deeeaeed.  The  plaintiff  and  the  defisadants  aie 
faer  children  and  only  heirs.  The  plaintiff  avers  that  biB 
mother,  Eta  Hinson,  died  intestate  and  seised  of  the  land. 
The  defimdants  claim  to  be  the  owners  of  the  same  by  deed 
from  Eva  Hinson.  The  plaintiff  does  not  deny  the  execa- 
tion  of  the  deed,  b«t  averf  that  the  grantor  was  not  of  saf- 
fidently  sound  mind  to  execute  a  valid  deed.  He  also  aven 
that  there  was  no  delivevy  of  the  deed  by  the  grantor. 

As  to  the  allied  lack  of  mental  capacity  of  Mrs.  Hinflos 
to  make  the  deed,  we  have  to  say  that  we  have  all  read  the 
evidence  separately,  and  have  all  reached  the  conclnsian  thai 
the  plaintiff's  position  cannot  be  sustained. 

The  alleged  want  of  delivery  presents  a  question  of  more 
difficulty.  The  fiusts  are,  that  Mrs.  Hinson  had  previousl/ 
made  a  will  devising  the  land  to  her  daughters.  Afterwards 
she  concluded  to  revoke  her  will,  and  make  a  deed  of  the  laod 
to  her  daughters.  She  and  the  defendant  Sarah  Bailey  went 
to  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  she  signed  and  acknowledged  a 
deed  before  him.  She  then  left  the  deed  in  the  custody  of 
the  justice,  with  instructions  to  keep  it  until  she  had  died, 
and  then  file  the  deed  for  record.  The  justice  told  her  that 
she  could  have  the  deed  whenever  she  should  want  it,  but  she 
replied,  '^I  don't  want  it.  You  must  keep  it  until  I  die." 
She  told  the  defendant  Sarah  Bailey,  who  bad  accompanied 
her  to  the  justice,  that  she  had  deeded  the  land  to  her,  af 
Mrs.  Bailey  understood.  The  plaintiff  claims  that  the  desigo 
of  Mrs.  Hinson  was  that  the  deed  should  take  effect  only  aftet 
her  death,  and  that,  such  being  the  fact,  it  was  testamentary  in 
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its  character,  and  invalid^  because  not  ezecnted  with  tiie  formali- 
tiee  which  would  enable  it  to  take  effect  as  a  will;  citing  Leaver 
T.  Gaumy  62  Iowa,  814;  Baker  v.  Haskell^  47  N.  H.  479;  93  Am. 
Dec.  455.  The  defendants  contend  that  the  grantor  intended 
that  the  deed  should  take  effect  immediately,  but  that  it  should 
not  be  recorded  until  after  her  death,  and  that  the  justice  of 
the  peace  was  made  by  her  custodian  of  the  deed  to  carry  out 
her  intentions  in  that  respect.  In  support  of  this,  our  atten- 
tion is  called  to  the  fact  that  the  evidence  shows  indisput- 
ably that  Mrs.  Hinson  did  not  contemplate  the  possibility  of 
reclaiming  the  deed,  and  did  express  herself  to  Mrs.  Bailey 
as  having  made  a  conveyance.  In  our  opinion,  this  position 
must  be  sustained.  It  may  be,  as  claimed  by  plaintiff,  that 
she  did  not  surrender  possession  to  the  grantees;  but  the  cir- 
cumstances are  such  that  we  cannot  attach  much  importance 
to  such  fact.  In  view  of  what  Mrs.  Hinson  appears  to  have 
eaid  to  the  justice,  and  of  what  she  said  to  Mrs.  Bailey,  we  do 
not  discover  any  motive  which  she  could  have  had  in  making 
the  justice  the  custodian,  except  to  keep  the  deed  from  the 
record  during  her  life.  We  reach  the  conclusion  that  she 
understood  that  it  operated  as  a  deed,  and  that  the  justice 
was  the  custodian  for  the  grantees.  We  think  the  judgment 
must  be  affirmed.  

Dbjvset  of  Dud  to  Takb  Bmnr  as  Qbabtoe's  Diatbs  Sea  note  te 

WeiXbomr.  Wttmet^  68  Am.  Deo.  244»  246.    An  Mtual  deUvery  ie  wential 

to  validity  of  the  deed;  merely  placing  it  in  an  envelope  with  directions  for 

delivery  indoraed  thereon,  and  placing  it  in  a  table  drawer,  ia  not  a  delivery: 

AbMV.  iVvndly  1  Am.  8t.Bep.287,  and  note;  Daeii  v.  Crtu^  fiSAm.  Rep.  177. 


Young  v.  Shakbb. 

ITS  loWA,  Hft.] 

XvriVAL  ov  MoBiOAoa— MiBTAKs.  — New  mortgage  ia  renewal  of  old  one 
to  the  extent  of  old  mortgage  debt^  and  takes  precedence  of  a  lien  of 
judgment  obtained  after  the  old  mortgage  was  given  and  before  the  new 
moirtgBge  was  execnted,  where  it  appears  that  the  mortgagee  mider  the 
second  mortgage  was  also  the  mortgagee  under  the  first  mortgage;  that 
botii  he  and  the  mortgagor  were  ignorant  of  the  existence  of  the  judg- 
ment^ and  that  he  would  not  have  advanced  the  money  on  the  seoond 
mortgsge  and  canceled  the  old  one  had  he  known  of  the  judgment  lien. 

Wther  and  WhippUy  for  the  appellants. 
Nagle  and  BirdioUf  for  the  appellee. 
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BovHBOCx,  X  The  fSstctB  of  the  case  as  shoim  by  the  a 
ments  of  the  petition  are  as  follows:  On  the  twenty-seoood 
day  of  January^  1884,  John  H.  Shaner  and  Sarah  B.  Shaner 
were  the  owners  in  common  of  160  acres  of  land.  On  that 
day  they  borrowed  four  hundred  dollars  of  the  plaintiff,  for 
wMch  they  executed  to  him  their  promissory  note  and  a  nxirt- 
gage  upon  said  land  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  loan.  On 
the  twenty-ninth  day  of  September,  1886,  Witwer  Brothers 
recovered  a  judgment  against  John  H.  Shaner  in  the  district 
court  of  Wright  County.  The  land  being  situated  in  that 
county,  said  judgment  became  a  lien  on  the  interest  of  John 
H.  Slumer  therein,  but  inferior  to  the  lien  of  plaintiflTa  mort- 
gage. In  February,  1887,  John  H.  Shaner  conyeyed  his 
interest  in  the  land  to  Sarah  B.  Shaner.  Afterwards,  Sarah 
B.  Shaner  applied  to  the  plaintiff  for  a  further  loan.  She 
stated  to  the  plaintiff  that  John  H.  Shaner  had  conTeyed 
his  interests  in  the  land  to  her,  and  she  proposed  to  take  up 
the  note  for  four  hundred  dollars,  and  give  a  new  note  for  the 
amount  thereof,  and  to  borrow  enough  in  addition  to  make  the 
new  note  six  hundred  dollars,  to  extend  the  lime  of  payment, 
and  secure  the  new  note  by  a  mortgage  on  the  land,  which 
should  be  a  first  lien  thereon.  The  plaintiff  acceded  to  the 
proposition.  A  new  note  for  six  hundred  dollars  was  made, 
and  a  new  mortgage  was  made  to  secure  the  same  and  placed 
on  record,  and  the  old  mortgage  was  canceled.  Both  of  the 
parties  to  the  mortgage  belieyed  at  the  time  it  was  made  that 
there  was  no  other  lien  on  the  land;  neither  had  any  knowl- 
edge  of  the  existence  of  the  judgment  against  John  H.  Shaner. 
It  is  averred  that,  if  the  plaintiff  had  known  of  the  judgment 
against  John  H.  Shaner,  he  would  not  have  canceled  the  old 
mortgage,  and  that  both  of  said  parties  were  mistaken  as  to 
the  facts.  The  prayer  of  the  petition  is,  that  the  first  mort- 
gage be  reinstated,  and  the  amount  thereof  be  deemed  to  be  a 
lien  prior  and  superior  to  said  judgment.  The  demurrer  was 
upon  the  ground  that  the  facts  stated  in  the  petition  do  not 
entitle  the  plaintiff  to  the  relief  demanded. 

It  appears  to  us  that  Bruse  v.  Nelson,  35  Iowa,  157,  is  de- 
cisive of  the  case.  The  facts  are  so  nearly  alike  that  the  same 
rule  must  be  applied  to  one  case  as  the  other.  Indeed,  the 
case  at  bar  is  stronger  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  than  the  cited 
case.  It  appears  affirmatively  that  the  plaintiff  would  not 
have  surrendered  the  old  mortgage  and  taken  a  new  one  if  he 
had  known  there  was  a  judgment  lien  on  the  land.    The 
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of  Mather  v.  Jenawoldj  72  Iowa,  650,  Warmer  v.  Waterloo  Agri- 
cultural WorUj  62  Id.  699,  Weidner  v.  Thompeofij  69  Id.  86, 
and  Qoodyear  v.  Ooodyear^  72  Id.  829,  are  unlike  the  case  at 
bar.  I&  aU  thoee  oases,  the  parties  seeking  to  xeyive  the  aati** 
fied  mortgages  were  neither  the  mortgagees  nor  their  assignees. 
They  were  either  purchasers  of  the  mortgaged  property,  or 
persons  who  sought  to  be  subrogated  to  the  rights  of  the  mort- 
f^agees  by  reason  of  having  paid  the  mortgage.  In  the  case  at 
b&r,  the  new  mortgage  to  the  amount  of  the  old  may  be  re- 
garded as  a  mere  renewal,  and  the  amount  thereof  a  superior 
lien  to  the  lien  of  the  judgment.  If  the  old  mortgage  had 
been  paid  off  with  money  furnished  by  a  stranger  to  it,  as  in 
Mather  v.  Jenaiwoldj  eupra^  and  a  new  mortgage  made  for  the 
money  furnished,  this  would  be  payment  in  fact  and  in  law. 
In  the  case  at  bar,  the  transaction  was  between  the  parties  to 
the  mortgage,  and  the  old  one  was  not  paid. 

We  think  Uie  demurrer  was  properly  overruled. 

Affirmed. 


BsvxvAL  or  MoBNuan  whv  Bazuizbd  sr  MiBXAsa— BMiOBaufxirr 

or  KXW  MOBTQiAB  MB  TBM  COHTDnriXIOV  OT  TBM  LSMS  OJ  ▲  PrIOB  OnI.  — 

While  the  fint  quartion  is  aa  independont  one  in  itoelf ,  yet  a  oonsideratioii 
of  the  Moond  imrolTea  a  diewmion  of  the  nine  prinoiple  which  golems  the 
determination  of  the  flnt»  and  that  ia,  that  e^ty  wiU  relieve  against  mia- 
take,  aoeident^  and  imnd.  The  qnestums  will,  however,  be  considered  in 
the  order  nbore  indicated;  hat  aa  preliminary  thereto^  it  will  be  important  to 
aacertahi  in  brief  what  ooostitntea  n  discharge  of  record  of  n  mortgage. 

DmoBAwam  or  MoBiOAfli.  — In  general,  a  mortgi^ce  is  disdharged  so  soon 
as  the  eonditien  thernn  is  satisfied  by  the  payment  of  the  mortgage  debt: 
York  Cmm^8a9kigB  Bank  y,  ifoftei^  70  Me.  384;  and  nothing  more  is  neces- 
aazy  to  revest  the  estate  in  tiie  mortgagor:  Furbiuh  v.  Ooodwhit  26  K.  H. 
425;  iferritt  V.  C^cmt  8  Allen,  839;  and  it  is  also  held  that  it  is  not  necessary 
that  snch  discharge  be  enteredof  record:  Perktm  v.  Steme,  23  Tex.  661;  Dtity 
T.  Qrahan%  12  Id.  427;  MeNair  ▼.  PUsatU,  83  Mo.  67;  Hohnan  ▼.  BaOe^,  8 
Keb.  66.  Bat  althoagh  the  cancellation  of  a  mortgage  and  discharge  of 
record  is  an  absdlate  bar  and  discharge  of  the  mortgage,  yet  conrts  of  equity 
have  inserted  a  saving  danae  in  cases  where  there  is  frand,  accident^  or 
mistake:  Oonooodv.  AfrJifp«^  2K.  J.  Eq.  146;  34  Am.  Dec  195;  and  cases 
berein,  ^pott, 

Wmor  MOBToioa  SATmiiMD  nr  Mistakx  will  bb  RivrvsD.  —  Mistake 
is  eqnally  n  gronnd  of  relief  in  caaes  where  mortgages  have  been  inadvert- 
esitiy  discharged  and  canceled  as  in  other  matters:  CM  v.  Dfer,  69  Me.  494, 
497.  This  doctrine  is  stated  as  follows  in  i>tMf2^v.S«fV«»»  23  K.J.  Eq.  397, 
400:  "Where  the  cancellation  of  a  mortgage  is  procnred  by  fraud,  or  made 
by  mistake,  or  withoat  anthority  and  witiioat  aotaal  payment  and  satisfao- 
iaon,  the  canceling  will  be  set  aside  and  the  mortgage  enforoed  ";  citing  MiUer 
V.  IToei^  1 N.  J.  Eq.  214;  lAU^  v.  Quick,  2  Id.  97;  Banta  v.  Vreeiamd,  16  Id. 
I08L    So  where  the  words  of  a  dlschaige  of  a  mortgage  were  written  apon  the 
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augin  of  ihm  rorord-book  in  the  registry  of  deedi  by  moddukt  aad  wwifaikf, 
tho  eooii  gnated  relief  agunst  each  mietoko:  Brwe  ▼.  Batmeif^  12  Gnj,  107» 
US.    So  chancery  consideni  a  lien  etill  in  existence,  and  will  set  aside  a  die- 
charge  of  a  mortgage,  or  adjnat  the  equities  between  the  partiei^  in  a  cai» 
•  wkere  the  mortgagee  of  certain  lands^  in  coaaideration  of  a  deed  of  pact  ef 
them  stated  to  be  nnencnmbered,  cancels  a  mortgage,  and  it  saboeqiuntly 
transpiree  that  attachments  of  which  he  had  no  notice  had  been  levied  on  the 
land  snbseqaent  to  the  giring  of  the  original  mortgage:  French  ▼.  De  Aw, 
88  Mich.  708.    So  where  the  mortgagor,  by  frandnlently  concealing  thfO  £ut 
that  certain  land  was  snbjeot  to  a  judgment  lien,  induced  the  mortgagee  t» 
eancd  a  mortgage,  it  was  decreed  that  the  lien  of  the  mortgage  ahoold  be 
leinstated:  Toung  ▼.  BiU,  31  K.  J.  Rq.  429;  but  the  court»  however,  men- 
tions the  fact  that  in  this  case  no  rights  of  third  parties  intervened  to  pie- 
vent  granting  the  relief  asked,  and  where  a  junior  mortgagee  has  paid  off  a 
eenior  encumbrance,  and  dischaiged  the  same  of  record,  equity  will  leiaatate 
the  lien  of  the  prior  mortgage  as  against  one  who  took  a  deed  of  the 
^'■abject  to  "  the  first  mortgage,  where  such  cancellation  and  diaobaige 
made  without  knowledge  of  the  ezistenoe  of  the  deed  against  which  the  lien 
was  sought  to  be  eetablished:  CM  v.  Djfer,  69  Me.  494,  497.     The  eoozt 
■ud:  "In  Robimon  v.  Bampttm^  23  Me.  388,  this  court  as  then  ccnatitnted  as> 
•anted  to  the  proposition  and  adopted  the  language  of  the  learned  *AM><W!ifly 
in  New  Jersey  in  Trenton  Banking  Ckmpany  v.  Woodrt^^  2  N.  J.  Eq.  117, 
'that  the  cancellation  of  a  mortgage  on  the  record  is  only  prtma/ade  evi- 
dence of  its  dischaige,  and  leaves  it  open  to  the  party  making  such  objectian 
to  prove  that  it  was  made  by  accident,  mistake,  or  fraud.    On  each  proof 
being  made,  the  mortgage  will  be  established,  even  against  subsequent  mort- 
gages without  notioe,*  who  became  such  anterior  to  the  cancellatioD.'*    But 
a  mortgage  executed  to  secure  payment  of  a  note,  after  being  canceled  by  aa- 
thority  of  the  holder  thereof^  will  not  be  revived  in  favor  of  a  snbsequei^ 
holder  of  the  note:  DoUr.  iSAoMi;  80  La.  Ann.  263;  96  Am.  Dec  S99;  andif 
land  be  conveyed  in  satisfaction  ot  a  mortgage,  and  the  title  snbeeqnent^ 
prove  defective,  the  defect  may  be  the  subject  of  a  new  demand,  hot  it  wiB 
not  operate  to  revive  the  original  contraet  without  ti&e  consent  of  the  mort- 
gagor, nor  with  his  consent  to  the  prejudice  of  an  intermediate  mortgagee; 
2xiise2fev.Sanidf,lBlaokf.l60;12Am.Deo.217,andnote222.   Again,  whoe 
the  debt  is  paid  and  the  mortgage  discharged,  no  agreement  thereafier,  en- 
tered into  between  the  parties  that  the  amount  so  paid  ahaU  be  appiied  in 
liquidation  of  another  demand  against  the  mortgsgor,  will  revive  the  mort- 
gage and  give  it  new  life  as  against  third  parties  who  have  acquired  ti^ite 
subsequent  to  such  payment^  and  especially  so  where  such  paymenta  wefs 
indorsed  on  the  mortgage  note:  York  ComUjf  Savhtga  Bank  v.  BobeHa,  70  Ma 
884.    So  "  a  reissue  of  the  note  for  a  valuable  consideration  cannot  afto^ 
wards  carry  a  title  to  the  land  without  a  new  oonvejrance  in  mortgage  by 
deed,  and  the  fact  that  the  parties,  acting  under  a  mutual  "I'titaktr  as  to  the 
validity  of  such  a  contract,  have  undertaken  to  stipulate  that  the  mortgage 
shall  continue  in  force,  cannot  change  the  legal  title."    Hue  oaae,  however, 
rested  on  a  parol  agreement:  MerriU  v.  Choie^  70  Me.  340;  but  see  Anssr  t, 
Andermm,  4  Bdw.  Ch.  17,  opinion  of  Vlce-GhanceUor  MoCoun.    Bat  although 
'*  equity  will  aometimee  keep  alive  a  mortgage  which  has  bsen  sabstentiaQf 
satisfied,"  yet  **  it  is  always  for  the  advaaesmsnt  ol  Justios^  and  nswei  teaii 
in  the  perpetration  d  a  feand  throng  the  fonui  d  law":  AMMmr  ▼•  in» 
Ibel^  7  Barib. «;  29. 
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OvF.  — The  aeoeptance  by  the  first  mortgagee  of  a  new  morligBge,  and  hie 
oenoelUtioii  of  the  old  one,  does  not  depriTe  him  of  his  right  to  have  the  Hen 
of  the  diacharged  mortgage  eontinaed  against  an  intenrening  lien,  where  the 
aet  of  cancellation  was  done  in  ignorance  of  the  fact  that  the  intervening  lien 
eonsted:  ffuichinaon  y.  SwarimoeUer,  31  K.  J.  Eq.  206,  207;  unless  there  ia 
aome  special  disqualifying  fact;  and  this,  although  such  intcrvexiing  lien  waa 
on  record  at  the  time:  Oetb  ▼.  Reynoldst  35  Minn.  331,  336,  citing  Pcmeroy'a 
Eq.  Jar.,  sec.  849.  Such  lien  of  the  first  mortgagee  will  be  reinstated  aa 
against  a  judgment  of  which  the  releasor  had  no  knowledge:  Barnes  ▼•  MaUg 
64  N.  T.  397.  So  it  is  held  in  Hanlonv.  DobeHy,  100  Ind.  37, 40,  that  <"  when 
a  new  mortgage  is  substituted  in  ignorance  of  an  intervening  lien,  the  mort- 
gage  released  through  mistake  may  be  restored  in  equity,  and  given  its  origi* 
nal  priority  aa  a  lien,  where  the  rights  of  innooent  third  parties  will  not  bo 
affected 't  Sidenerr.  Petoe^^  11  Id.  241,  246.  Mr.  Pomeroy,  in apeaking of  a 
lien,  that  it  will  be  kept  aHve,  says:  'If  there  is  no  reason  for  keeping  it 
alive,  then  equity  will,  in  the  absence  of  any  declaration  of  his  intention,  de* 
stroy  it;  but  if  there  is  any  reason  for  keeping  it  alive,  such  aa  the  exiatenoe 
of  another  encumbrance,  equity  will  not  destroy  it':  Pomeroy'a  Bq.  Jur.* 
aea  791.  Thia  general  principle  haa  very  often  been  recogniasd  and  en- 
forced by  this  court**;  citing  Eiaton  v.  Castor,  101  Ind.  426^  443;  61  Am. 
Rep.  764;  Edgerton  v.  Toung,  43  Bl.  464;  Clf/t  v.  White,  12  N.  Y.  519; 
Forbes  v.  MiffaU,  18  Vea.  384,  and  others;  also  1  Jonea  on  Morigagea,  sec. 
873.  But  where  a  mortgage  is  discharged  by  the  payment  of  the  debt  secured 
thereby,  it  cannot  be  revived  by  a  reloan  to  the  mortgagor,  to  the  injury  of 
one  whoae  encumbrance  is  honajide,  and  intervenes:  Manm  v.  Vedder,  5 
Cow.  671.  And  in  case  a  party  takes  a  new  mortgage,  and  cancels  the  old 
one^  merely  to  correct  a  mistake  in  the  latter,  and  in  the  mean  time  another 
intermediate  mortgage  had  been  given,  of  which  he  had  no  knowledge,  but 
thereafter,  having  full  knowledge  of  anch  fact^  he  aella  the  property  under  the 
second  mortgage,  buya  in  the  title,  bringa  his  action,  and  recovers  the  unpaid 
balance  on  the  note,  after  deducting  the  amount  for  which  he  purchased  the 
land,  he  may  not  then  obtain  relief  on  the  ground  of  mistake  against  the  lieu 
of  the  intervening  mortgage,  since  the  position  is  one  of  his  own  choosing: 
Chads  V.  Stoddard,  130  Mass.  lia  So  it  ia  held  in  Waldo  v.  Bkhmond,  40 
Mich.  880^  that  where  a  mortgage  is  substituted  for  a  prior  one,  the  lien  of 
the  first  mortgage  will  not  be  postponed  to  one  fraudulently,  and  by  conniv- 
anoe  with  the  mortgagor,  given  and  placed  on  record  between  the  time  when 
the  first  mortgage  was  discharged  and  the  latter  substituted.  Some  of  the 
easea  indicate  that  the  oourta  of  the  atatea  where  they  are  decided  are  not  in- 
clined to  grant  relief  in  ordinary  caaea;  and  it  ia  accordingly  held  in  WooikiVLS 
Bf£rs  V.  WiOoiCs  Ea^r,  90ill,  185,  52  Am.  Deo.  690,  note  693»  that  where  one 
mortgage  ia  releaaed,  and  at  the  aame  time  another  one  on  the  aame  property 
is  given  to  the  same  mortgagee,  this  does  not  avoid  the  loss  of  the  first  mort- 
gage lien.  So  "where  a  mor^^agor  borrowa  money  to  pay  off  a  mortgage, 
and  givea  a  aeoond  mortgage  therefor,  and  the  first  is  canceled,  the  aecond 
mortgagee  haa  no  equity  to  revive  and  be  subrogated  to  the  former  mortgage 
in  order  to  overreach  an  intervening  lien'*:  Anglads  v.  8l  AvU,  67  Mo.  434, 
437.  And  following  this  doctrine,  it  is  said  in  Bosnia  v.  Oarmo,  1  Sand.  Ch. 
888|  386,  that  "no  case  can  be  found  where  a  third  person,  after  voluntarily 
and  intentionally  diacharging  a  lien  in  which  he  had  no  prior  intereat,  and  on 
iiith  flf  another  aeeority*  haa  been  pennittad,  aa  agiinst  other  on«nmkbranoan% 
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to  tvrif  muh  Um  on  aMorteiiuiig  that  bis  own  Mcnrity  wm  wortUMs."  H 
WM  doolaiod  in  FeckkBtm  r.  Haddock^  96  UL  38,  45,  that  a  nuvteage  miut  bo 
•noatod  with  aQ  tho  formalities  reqninto  to  givo  it  Talidity  in  tho  firai  m- 
■tanoo  in  ordsr  to  haTO  it  opoiato  as  a  rovival  of  a  prior  mortgage  whidi  ham 
bean  discfaaiged.  8o  it  was  said  bj  the  eoort  in  Bftmetr  ▼.  Fr€dmaUt  15  Wia» 
(O^  668^  that  "where  a  mortgage  u  once  paid*  it  cannot^  by  a  mere  Tecbal 
agreement  of  the  parties^  be  transferred  to  a  new  debt  which  it  was  not  origi- 
nally given  to  secore  **;  that  ii»  the  new  mortgage  in  sach  case  will  not  bo 
deemed  a  mere  oontinnation  of  the  lien  of  a  prior  mortgage. 

MmAXB  MUST  BB  Ohi  Of  Fact.  --The  mistako  which  woold  Justify  a 
ooort  of  equity  in  reinstating  a  sabseqnent  mortgagee  to  his  rights  under  a 
prior  mortgage  mnst  haTO  been  one  of  fact,  and  not  of  law:  HampUm  t. 
^<dk>2fom  23  N.  J.  Bq.  423;  CM  ▼.  Djfer,  60  Me.  494,  497;  nnleas  the  Utt«r 
be  accompanied  by  fraad  or  imposition  of  the  other  party,  and  "  althoogfa  a 
mistake  as  to  the  law  of  a  foreign  state  is  oonsidered  a  mistake  of  fact  in 
most  casesy  yet  when  a  non-resident  enters  into  a  contract  to  be  performed 
in  another  state,  or  relating  to  lands  in  a  foreign  state,  he  is  held  to  know 
the  law  of  sach  state,  and  in  that  case  the  mistake  is  one  of  law  ":  BenUq^ 
T.  WhiUenun^  18  N.  J.  Bq.  366,  87(L 

Intbmt  ov  thb  Pabths  GoTXBira.  — ^le  intent  goyerns,  and  where  tiie 
intent  is  not  to  release,  the  prior  mortgage  will  be  kept  alive:  Bamlcm  t. 
Dcherijft  109  Ind.  37.  This  principle^  so  &r  as  applicable  to  cases  where  a 
mortgage  merely  dischaxged  of  reoord  is  aoaght  to  be  revived,  has  been  well 
stated,  as  follows:  "A  court  of  equity  wiD  keep  an  encnmbranoe  alive,  or 
consider  it  extinguished,  as  will  best  serve  the  purposes  of  justice,  and  the 
actual  and  just  intention  of  the  party.  It  must^  at  all  events,  be  an  innocent 
purpose,  and  injurious  to  no  one":  ^fflorr  v.  MU^  6  Johns.  Ch.  393,  386; 
Ooulding  v.  Bunatett  9  Wii.  613»  615.  To  the  same  effbct  are  the  words  of 
the  court  in  Champnqf  v.  Coope^  32  N.  T.  643,  651,  whure  it  is  said  that  "the 
doctrine  is  well  settled  by  authority  in  relation  to  mortgages,  that  if  the 
amount  due  ti&ereon  is  pidd,  the  intent  of  the  parties  in  making  such  pay- 
ment,  whether  to  extinguish  or  keep  alive  the  security,  will  govern  ":  See 
also  Eu$d  V.  Hufd,  14  Pick.  374^  384;  HubbeU  v.  Blaieslee,  71  K.  Y.  63,  70; 
Fleming  v.  Panry^  24  Pa.  8t  47;  Shaverr.  WilGanu,  87  HI  469,  471;  and  in 
cases  where  it  is  sought  to  have  a  new  mortgage  enf oroed  as  the  continuation 
of  the  lien  of  a  prior  one,  the  principle  that  intent  governs  has  been  thus 
formulated:  "As  a  general  rule,  a  mere  change  in  the  form  of  the  evidence 
of  indebtednsM  will  not  operate  to  discharge  a  lien  given  to  secure  a  debt, 
unless  it  is  apparent  that  the  parties  intended  to  extinguish  the  lien.  When- 
ever it  is  dear  that  the  creditor  still  intended  to  retain  it,  his  right  is  not 
affected  by  a  mere  change  of  the  instrument  which  is  the  evidence  of  the 
debt,  as  tiie  debt  itself  is  the  thing  for  which  the  lien  was  given,  and 
a  court  of  equity  will  keep  an  enoumbrance  alive,  or  consider  it  extinguished, 
as  will  best  serve  the  purposes  of  justice,  and  the  actual  and  just  intention 
of  the  parties":  Howell  v.  Bvah,  64  Miss.  437,  444;  Cansler  v.  SalSa,  54  Id. 
446»  449,  citing  Dillon  v.  Byrne,  5  OaL  465;  Sieift  v.  Kraemer,  13  Id.  526: 
Flower  v.  Elwoodp  66  HI.  49^;  NlchoU  v.  Overerarher,  16  Kan.  54;  see  also 
•/ones  V.  Por&sr,  51  Wis.  218.  Therefore,  if  a  mortgage  be  annually  renewed 
for  the  mere  purpose  of  changing  the  form  of  the  security,  and  with  the  in- 
tent that  the  lien  thereon  of  the  first  mortgage  shall  continue,  then  such  lien 
will  be  treated  as  continuous  under  whatever  form  it  exists:  Britton  v.  Cfi»- 
mkQ,  63  Miss.  394,  402.    And  where  the  intended  assignee  of  a  mortgage  and 
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Its  holder,  in  pnmianoe  of  an  agreement  for  its  aangnment^  and  beEeriqg 
that  enoh  agreement  wonld  be  effeotoated,  and  their  intentions  better  ear- 
ned oat  thereby,  diaoharged  the  mortgage  of  reoord,  instead  of  keeping  it  on 
foot,  as  the  J  intended,  it  was  decided  that  eqnity  woold  reliere  against  the 
mistake;  and  the  eonrt  declared  that  there  was  "  no  appreciable  <iiffFi"At'ffn 
between  this  ease  and  that  where  a  serirener,  through  ignorance  or  inatten- 
tion, fails  to  select  or  prepare  snch  an  instmment  as  effiBctnates  the  prsTions 
agreement  of  parties'*:  ItumUr.  Mixer,  42  OaL  476,  477.  So  it  is  declared 
in  StimpBon  ▼.  Peam,  53  Iowa,  572,  574^  to  be  well-settled  law  "that  a  mort- 
gagee may  take  a  conveyance  of  the  mortgaged  property  from  his  mortgagor, 
and  still  enforce  the  mortgage  as  against  snbseqnent  lien-holders,  where  there 
fa  no  intention  to  discharge  the  mortgage  as  against  them."  In  this  case, 
the  mortgaged  property  was,  by  order  of  the  oonrt,  oonveyed  by  the  assignee 
to  the  mortgagee,  and  the  mortgage  was  discharged  of  record;  and  it  was 
held  that  the  lien  of  the  mortgage  was  valid  as  against  liens  snbseqnent  to 
the  mortgage.  The  cases  relied  on  by  the  court  were:  Biantom  ▼.  Thcmftom^ 
49  K.  H.  272;  Wkkersham  ▼.  Reeves,  1  Iowa,  413;  €fU>9(m  ▼.  Crthore,  3  Pick. 
475;  WWtelmi  ▼.  Leonard,  13  Iowa,  330;  Lyon  t.  Mellvaine,  24  Id.  9.  And 
it  was  decided  in  Shaver  v.  WUUama,  37 IIL  469,  471,  that  where  there  is  no 
intention  of  the  parties  to  change  their  reUtive  rii^ts,  and  a  new  mortgage 
is  given  simnltaneonsly  with  the  release  of  the  old,  and  the  debt  secured  is 
identically  the  same  as  that  secnred  by  the  prior  mort^^age,  and  the  release  of 
the  old  and  filing  for  record  of  the  new  one  are  done  at  the  same  time,  these 
facts  are  all  strong  indications  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  was,  that  the 
lien  of  the  first  mortgage  should  stand  as  against  a  third  mortgage  which 
intervenes:  See  also  Bums  v.  Thayer,  101  Mass.  426. 

But  in  Bowman  v.  MarUer,  33  N.  H.  530,  66  Am.  Deo.  743,  the  mortgagor 
paid  and  took  up  the  mortgage  note,  and  on  the  following  day  redelivered  it 
to  the  mortgagee,  receiving  back  a  part  of  the  money  so  paid,  and  the  bal- 
ance was  indorsed  on  the  note,  upon  an  agreement  that  the  mortgage  should 
atand  as  security  for  the  money  due  on  account  of  the  last  loan.  It  was  de- 
cided that  the  payment  of  the  indebtedness  due  on  the  note  operated  as  a 
discharge  and  release  of  the  mortgage,  and  that  the  new  agreement  and  re- 
delivery of  the  note  could  not  have  the  effect  to  revive  the  mortgage  so  as 
to  shut  out  a  judgment  creditor  whose  rights  had  intervened  without  notice. 
The  court  intimated,  however,  that  the  decision  might  have  been  otherwise 
bad  there  been  any  agreement,  understanding,  or  intention  which  could  "  be 
inferred  to  uphold  the  mortgage  after  the  note  was  paid.*' 

Olbax  Evidbnox  07  Mistaks  Required.  —  A  mere  entry  of  satisfaction 
on  the  record  is  declared,  in  Fleming  v.  Parry,  24  Pa.  St.  47,  not  to  be  con- 
clnsive  that  the  bond  is  discharged;  and  to  the  same  effect  are  the  words  of 
the  court  in  Heyder  v.  Excelsior  etc  Ass'n,  42  N.  J.  £q.  403,  407,  where  it  is 
stated  that  the  "  cancellation  of  a  mortgage  on  the  record  is  only  frtmafade 
evidence  of  its  discharge,  and  it  is  left  to  the  owner  making  the  allegation 
to  prove  the  canceling  to  have  been  done  by  fraud,  accident,  or  mistake* 
8ndi  proof  being  made,  the  mortgage  will  be  cstabliBhed,  even  against  sub- 
sequent purchasers  or  mortgagees  without  notice."  But  in  this  case  the 
act  of  cancellation  was  that  of  a  third  party,and  the  first  case  was  limited  to 
cases  where  the  rights  of  innocent  third  parties  do  not  intervene.  The  gen- 
eral rule,  however,  is,  where  the  mortgagee  believes  in  and  assents  to  the  fact 
that  the  mortgage  has  been  paid  and  canceled,  that  it  requires  very  clear  evi* 
dence  to  overcome  the  circumstance,  and  satisfactorily  account  therefor: 
BofUa  V.  Vreeland,  15  Id.  103,  106.     And  clear  cviJcucu  of  fraud  is  required 
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to  gira  a  imw  morligige  pr»oed«no«  ov«r  prior  Ueqs  wlierd  tiio 
oanoola  and  dbeharges  a  former  marigBigp  giyen  him  b j  two  partioi^  aad  tho 
Mooad  moHgage  is  mado  b j  only  one  of  them,  and  for  a  Iom  som  than  the 
first,  and  the  note  beara  a  different  rate  of  intereet:  Dimgkam  v.  BandaH  IS 
CaL  613.  Bat  it  ia  not  alwaya  neceaaaiy  that  the  party  aaking  relief  abonld 
have  ezerctaed  reaaon&ble  diligence  to  have  obtained  knowledge  of  the  faei 
aet  up  aa  the  groand  of  relief:  Banta  ▼.  Vreeland,  15  N.  J.  Eq.  109^  107. 
Bfiue  ▼.  Nelmm,  35  Iowa,  158,  oited  in  the  principal  caae,  directly  anpporta 
that  caae,  bat  it  alao  preaenta  a  peealiar  qnestion.  It  did  not  appear  in  evi- 
dence aa  a  (act  nor  did  the  mortgagee  teatify  that  he  woald  not  have  relaaaed 
the  prior  mortgage  and  made  the  arrangement  which  he  did  if  he  had  known 
of  the  existence  of  the  intermediate  mortgage;  that  &ct  waa  merely  inferred 
from  the  facta  proved,  it  being  declared  that  "a  ooart  ia  alwaya 4^  liber^, 
and  indeed  ia  reqoired,  to  draw  all  the  inferencea  which  logically  and  ni^ 
orally  follow  from  facta  proved.  Heaaonable  diligence,  cantion,  and  pra- 
dence  in  the  management  of  one'a  own  baaineaa  ia  a  law  of  hnman  oondncL 
This  law  ia  preaamed  to  govern  the  conduct  of  a  particolar  individnal  nntal 
he  ia  ahown  to  be  an  exception  to  the  role  **:  Id.  160.  lliia  ralei,  aa  is  weQ 
aaid  by  Beck,  G.  J.,  in  hia  diaaenting  opinion,  oertainly  enoroaohea  upon  the 
role  which  ia  well  eatabliahed,  that  a  mistake,  to  conatitnte  a  grooind  for 
relief,  cannot  be  made  oat  by  any  auch  inference,  bnt  moat  be  clearly  ahown 
by  aatiafaotory  proof.  This  critioiam,  however,  only  affsota  the  method  of 
eataUiahing  the  facta  neoeaaary  to  obtain  relief,  and  doea  not  go  to  the  life 
of  the  principle  that  anch  f aota  being  properly  ahown  the  relief  will  he 
granted.  The  oaae  of  Oeib  v.  Be^wMi,  35  Minn.  331,  337,  aapporta  the  caae 
of  i^mae  v.  HeisoUf  mpra^  npon  the  point  that  the  mistake  may  be  infened 
from  ciroomatanoea  aa  well  aa  expreaaly  established;  citing  1  Stoiy's  Eq.  Jar., 
aeo.  162;  Bame$  v.  MoU,  64  N.  T.  397;  Hyde  v.  homier,  1  Barb.  75;  Cbftfr  v. 
Dyer,  60  Me.  404;  8iimp§(m  v.  Pecue,  53  Iowa,  572;  YTycfta  v.  Ortmt^  11  Ga. 
150^  172|  Mrmo9  v.  Sotmey,  12  Gray,  107;  71  Am.  Deo.  780. 


Babbn  V.  Gentbal  Iowa  Railway  Company. 

ITS  lOWA,  679.] 
OABBUBS  Of   PA8SI!rOXB8.»OONI>UCTOB'B    DUTT  DOES  NOT   RlQtJIBB   Hm 

TO  AasiBT  FniALB  PAflSBfQKB  to  alight  from  the  car  with  her  two  email 
ohildzen  when  ahe  reachea  her  deatination.  The  ooodnctor  ia  leqnired, 
after  having  at  a  proper  time  annoanced  the  atation,  to  atop  the  train, 
and  hold  it  each  reaaonable  time  aa  will  permit  paaaengera  to  aljght  in 
lafety.  The  law  doea  not  require  him  to  know  that  all  paMapgen  in* 
tending  to  atop  at  tlie  station  have  alighted  in  aafety. 

A.  0.  Daly  and  Oeorge  D,  Woodin^  for  the  appellant. 

Sampwm  and  Brown^  for  the  appellee. 

BscK,  J.  1.  This  action  is  brought  to  recover  by  the  hns* 
band  for  injuries  sustained  by  his  wife,  who  had  bron^t  a 
suit  in  her  own  name  to  recover  for  the  same  injuries.  A 
judgment  in  favor  of  the  wife  in  her  action  was  reversed 
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by  this  court.  The  petition  of  plaintiff  in  this  case  alleges 
that  his  wife  was  a  passenger  upon  a  car  on  defendant's  rail- 
road, having  her  own  two  small  children  with  her.  When  she 
reached  her  place  of  destination,  she  proceeded  to  leave  the 
car  with  her  children,  who  were  taken  from  the  car,  when  the 
train  began  to  move,  through  the  negligence  of  defendant's 
employees,  without  allowing  her  sufficient  time  to  get  off;  and 
in  attempting  to  do  so,  she  was  thrown  down  and  injured. 
Plaintiff  alleges  (referring  to  his  wife  getting  off  the  car): 
''The  conductor  did  not  help  her,  nor  offer  to  do  so,  nor  advise 
her  that  it  was  not  safe  to  get  off;  wherefore  he  says  that  the 
said  injury  was  caused  by  the  negligence  and  want  of  care  of 
the  conductor,"  etc.  The  evidence  tended  to  support  the  al- 
legations of  the  plaintiff's  petition. 

2.  The  district  court,  in  presenting  the  issues  of  the  case  to 
the  jury,  among  other  things,  stated  that  the  petition  alleged 
that  the  conductor  negligently  failed  to  see  whether  plaintiff's 
wife  had  alighted  from  the  car,  and  caused  the  train  to  start 
before  she  had  time  to  do  so  safely,  and  that  "defendant  failed 
to  assist  her  to  alight,"  thereby  causing  the  injuries.  In  the 
third  instruction,  the  court  directs  the  jury  that,  to  entitle 
plaintiff  to  recover,  he  must  show  by  affirmative  evidence, 
among  other  things,  "that  such  injuries  were  caused  directly 
by  the  negligence  of  defendant's  employees,  as  substantially 
alleged."  In  the  fourth  instruction,  the  court  directed  the 
jury  that  it  was  the  conductor's  duty  "to  place  her  [plaintiff's 
wife],  or  enable  her  to  alight  in  safety,  on  the  platform."  In 
these  instructions,  the  court  plainly  directs  the  jury  that  it 
was  the  conductor's  duty  to  assist  plaintiff's  wife  to  alight 
from  the  car.  This  court  has  held  the  law  to  be  different,  and 
that  no  such  duty  rests  upon  the  conductor:  Raben  v.  Cent. 
Iowa  Ry  Co.^  73  Iowa,  679.  The  instructions  just  referred  to 
are  therefore  erroneous. 

3.  The  seventh  instruction  directs  the  jury  that,  if  the  con- 
ductor "negligently  failed  to  look  and  know  that  she  [plain- 
tiff's wife]  had  left  the  train  in  safety,"  and  negligently 
fitarted  the  train  before  she  had  done  so,  without  her  fault  or 
negligence,  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover.  The  instruction 
announces  the  rule  that  it  was  the  conductor's  duty  to  ascer- 
tain— "to  look  and  know" — whether  the  plaintiff's  wife  had 
safely  alighted.  It  imposes  the  duty  upon  the  conductor  not 
to  start  the  train  until  he  has  made  sufficient  inspection  of 
the  car  and  passengers  to  be  certain — "to  know" — whether 
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the  pasfiengerB  baye  left  the  car,  and  are  aafely  <m  the  plat- 
form. We  think  the  law  imposes  no  such  duty.  The  con- 
ductor is  required,  after  having,  at  a  proper  time,  annomioed 
the  station,  to  stop  the  train  and  hold  it  such  reasonable  time 
as  will  permit  passengers  to  alight  in  safely.  He  is  not 
required  to  do  what,  in  many  cases,  would  be  impoeaible  to 
ascertain, — *'  to  know  "  that  all  passengers  intending  to  stop 
at  the  station  have  alighted  in  safety:  Imhoffy.  Chicago  &  if. 
Ky  Co.,  20  Wis.  844;  lUinais  Central  Ry  Co.  v.  SUiiUm,  54  HL 
133;  5  Am.  Rep.  109;  Cloiwmih  v.  Hawnibal  &  St.  Jo.  IPy 
Co.,  80  Mo.  220;  Shearman  and  Redfield  on  Negligence,  sec 
275;  FairvMmnt  etc.  Ry  Co.  v.  StviiUr,  54  Pa.  St  875. 

Other  instructions  than  those  just  noticed  we  think  unob- 
jectionable.  Other  objections,  or  the  rulings  on  which  they 
are  founded,  may  not  be  repeated  in  a  new  trial,  and  need 
not  be  considered. 

For  the  errors  pointed  out,  the  judgment  of  the  district  court 
is  reversed. 


Duty  ov  ComrooiOB  ov  Raxlwat  Tbizh  QmMSMt  iHMa  hm  Iim  givan  lui 
pMMogen  Mtf o  pam^  to  the  point  of  dattmatinn,  annouioed  tho  tnin't 
•niTaly  and  giTsn  reaaonahle  opportonity  to  alight:  Hmi  v.  8L  Leml»  He 
iTy  Cbu.  4  Am.  St.  Bep.  874^  and  nota.  It  is  not  tiio  daty  of  tiio  oondnetor 
toaanttpanangortoslighti  AAm  v.  OMrfral /ows  Jfy  Ox,  78  Iow%  S70. 


Wabnbb  V.  Wilson. 

pt  Iowa,  Tift.] 

Gbaxtsl  MomoAQB  n  Vom  iob  Vvtmaxuxprt  when  it  is  giran  for  onttto 
and  thdr  inereaae^  if  it  oontama  no  itatement  as  to  their  present  or  past 
ownership,  nor  of  the  plaoe  where  they  are  or  have  been  kept,  altfaoogh 
the  animals  are  desoribed  separately,  their  oolor,  age^  and  name  being 
given. 

In  Obarsl  MoBiGAGi  It  n  not  a  Sumxaurr  Logaxxoh  or  tbb  Pkof- 
XBTT  to  say  that  is  in  a  oonnty  named. 

In  CkATTBL    MORTOAOa,  No    PBSSUlfPnOH    THAT    MOBTQAOOB    OWBS  TBI 

Fbopbbtt  OB  THAT  It  Ezibts  ABins  from  the  exeeation  of  the  mart- 
gage. 

Action  to  foreclose  chattel  mortgage.  To  the  intervenor's 
petition  alleging  a  mortgage  in  himself  of  the  same  property, 
made  after  the  plainti£f 's  mortgage  was  recorded,  the  plaintiff 
demurred.  The  demurrer  was  overruled,  and  the  intervener 
obtained  judgment.    Plaintiff  appealed. 
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F.  0.  Hinktonj  for  the  appellant 
0.  8.  Fogg  J  intervenor,  for  himself. 

Robinson,  J.  The  demurrer  raises  hnt  one  question  which 
we  need  to  consider:  Did  the  recording  of  plaintiff's  mortgage 
im{>art  constructiye  notice  of  the  property  songht  to  be  encum- 
bered thereby  7  The  property  in  controversy  consists  of  cattle 
and  their  increase.  In  most  cases  the  animals  are  described 
separately,  the  color,  age,  and  name  being  given.  The  mort- 
gage of  plaintiff  contains  no  statement  as  to  the  present  or 
past  ownership  of  the  property,  nor  of  the  place  where  it  is 
now  or  has  been  kept.  The  descriptions  are  of  the  same  char- 
acter as  those  held  insufficient  in  Rhutaul  v.  StephenSj  68 
Iowa,  627,  and  other  cases  decided  by  this  court,  excepting 
that  in  this  case  the  names  of  the  animals  are  given.  It 
is  urged  by  appellant  that^  as  the  mortgage  recites  that  the 
mortgagor  is  a  resident  of  the  county  of  Adair,  and  provides 
that  in  case  he  attempts  to  remove  the  property  firom  that 
county  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  holder  of  the  mortgage  to 
take  possession  and  foreclose  at  once,  it  must  be  presumed 
that  the  property  was  in  Adair  County  and  owned  by  the 
mortgagor,  and  that  the  giving  of  the  name  of  each  animal, 
in  connection  with  its  color  and  age,  is  sufficient  to  enable 
intervener  to  identify  the  property  by  inquiries  which  the 
recitals  named  suggest.  But  we  have  held  that  it  is  not  a 
sufficient  location  of  the  property  to  say  that  it  is  in  a  county 
named:  Muir  v.  JSIaie,  67  Iowa,  662;  also  that  no  presump- 
tion arises  from  the  execution  of  the  mortgage  that  the  mort- 
gagor owns  the  property  therein  described,  nor  that  such 
property  is  in  existence:  EvertU  v.  Brown^  64  Id.  420. 

We  do  not  think  the  giving  of  the  name  adds  materially  to 
the  description  of  this  kind  of  property. 

Affirmed* 


Bmnaaasat  ow  Dbobiridv  or  Fbofibtt  or  GHiiraL  MoBXOiost  8m 
Stewari  v.  Jagim,  4  Am.  St  Rep.  80,  and  note^  citing  other  e«Mt  wh«r»  d«> 
MripttioDS  mm  hdd  too  indefinite. 


T12  BwATVE  V.  Waldo.  £Iow% 

SwATNE  V.  Waldo. 

pt  Iowa,  7«.] 

<Hr  ArrmiXt  FonvDra  or  Faois  will  vot  bi  Dibiijbbb>  if  there  w  aay 
eridanoe  whidi,  fairly  ocmfidered,  will  mpport  it;  rach  finding,  nutdo  1^ 
the  ooiut  in  action  tried  before  it»  baa  the  force  and  effect  of  *  verdict  of 
the  jury. 

Bum — KvowLSMi  tbat  WABSAimr  wab  Vasmm  hbbd  vot  bb  Showv.  — 
If  an  artiele  ia  wananted  to  be  of  a  certain  chameter,  and  this  is  shown 
to  be  fadse»  the  perty  injnred  may  recover  damages  for  breach  of  war- 
ranty without  ahowing  that  party  making  the  warranty  knew  it  to  be 

8alb  — RisGnaioir  ov  OoNTBAor.  —  Whsui  Paxtul  Pxbiokmavcb  con- 
ststi  in  the  payment  by  defsndant  of  an  indebtedness  on  goods  deUr- 
ered  to  him  as  a  oonaideration  for  the  transfer  to  plaintiff  of  certain 
landsi  the  Utter  cannot  rescind,  if  he  does  not  offer  to  repay  defendant 
the  money  so  paid  oat  by  him*  bat  most  keep  the  land,  and  is  entitled 
te  reeoTer  the  diffnence  between  the  eontnust  price  and  what  it  ia  worth. 

Action  for  breach  of  warranty.  Averment  of  sale  of  cei^ 
tain  goods  to  defendant,  and  the  assignment  to  plaintiff  as  a 
consideration  therefor  of  contracts  owned  by  the  defendant 
for  the  conveyance  of  certain  lands,  valued  at  $12.50  per  acre. 
Judgment  in  the  sum  of  $2,660,  with  interest,  was  demanded. 
Upon  trial  to  court  plaintiff  obtained  judgment,  and  defend- 
ant appealed.  The  other  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the 
opinion. 

Oray,  Warren^  and  Buehananj  for  the  ai^pellant 

Harrington  and  Broelett^  and  Bomer  8.  BradsJiaw^  for  the 
appellee. 

Sbevebs,  J.  1.  This  being  an  action  at  law,  the  finding  of 
facts  made  by  the  court  has  the  force  and  effect  of  a  verdict 
of  a  jury.  It  is  not  our  province  to  weigh  the  evidence  and 
determine  any  question  of  fact,  as  if  the  action  was  in  equity. 
If  there  is  evidence  which,  fairly  considered,  warrants  the 
finding  of  the  court,  we  cannot  disturb  it.  After  carefully 
reading  the  evidence,  we  feel  constrained  to  say  that  the  court 
was  fully  justified  in  making  the  finding  it  did.  It  is  not  our 
custom  to  set  out  the  evidence  at  length,  or  state  the  rea- 
sons upon  which  our  conclusion  is  based;  and  we  deem  it  un- 
necessary to  do  so  in  this  case,  except  as  will  hereafter  be  done 
in  the  discussion  of  certain  legal  propositions  made  by  coonseL 

2.  It  is  said  there  is  no  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the 
defendant  knew  that  the  representations  made  were  fiedse,  and 
that  this  is  essential  in  this  action.    In  support  of  this  posi- 
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tioD,  n6lme9  ▼.  Clark,  10  Iowa,  423,  and  other  oaiee,  are  cited. 
In  the  cited  casea  there  were  false  representations  only.  In 
the  case  at  bar  it  is  alleged  in  the  petition,  and  the  coort 
found,  that  the  defendant  ^'represented  and  warranted  the 
lands  to  be  choice,  well-lying  land,  and  in  every  respect  first- 
class  farm-land,  lying  within  about  two  miles  of  O'Connor, 
Nebraska,''  and  that  the  same  '^were  false,  and  made  with  the 
intention  to  deceive  and  swindle  .the  plaintiff."  There  is  evi- 
dence upon  which  this  finding  can  be  supported,  and  therefore 
we  think  this  case  distinguishable  from  the  cited  cases;  for  it 
is  undoubtedly  true  that,  if  an  article  is  warranted  to  be  of  a 
certain  character,  and  this  is  shown  to  be  false,  the  party  in- 
jured may  recover  damages  for  a  breach  of  warranty,  without 
Bhowing  that  the  party  making  the  warranty  knew  it  to  be 
false. 

3.  The  court  found  that  the  ^'  defendant  paid  as  outstand- 
ing indebtedness  against  said  stock,  including  a  lien  he  held, 
the  sum  of  $2,755.60,  so  that  the  amount  defendant  received 
for  the  land  was  $2,646 ";  and  the  court  also  found  that  the 
plaintiff  duly  tendered  back  to  the  defendant  the  contracts 
for  said  land  duly  and  legally  assigned  to  him,  and  declared 
that  he  elected  to  rescind  the  contract.  The  plaintiff  did  not 
ask  in  the  petition  a  rescission  of  the  contract,  but  the  parties 
seem  to  have  tried  the  case  on  the  theory  that  he  did,  and  the 
court  seems  to  have  so  understood.  It  will  be  observed  that 
the  court  found  that  the  defendant  had  paid,  in  pursuance  of 
the  contract,  certain  indebtedness  of  the  plaintiff,  amounting 
to  $2,765.50,  and  therefore  the  contract  was  partially  performed 
on  his  part.  The  plaintiff  did  not  offer  to  pay  such  amount 
to  the  defendant.  This  being  so,  can  he  rescind  ?  or  what  is 
the  amount  he  is  entitled  to  recover  ?  We  think  the  settled 
rule  in  such  case  is«  that  the  contract  cannot  be  rescinded,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  can  only  recover  such  damages  as  he  has 
fiustained;  that  is,  he  must  keep  the  land,  and  is  entitled  to 
recover  the  difference  between  the  contract  price  and  what  it 
is  worth:  Moore  v.  Bare,  11  Iowa,  198;  Oates  v.  ReynoldB,  13 
Id.  1.  The  court  found  the  goods  were  not  actually  worth  the 
amount  the  defendant  agreed  to  pay,  and,  as  a  conclusion  of 
law,  found  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  $2,363.60;  this 
being,  as  the  court  thought,  the  amount  the  plaintiff  gave  for 
the  land.  Now,  it  is  stated  in  the  petition,  in  substance,  that 
the  land  is  of  the  actual  value  of  four  dollars  per  acre;  and 
as  there  is  about  three  hundred  acres,  it  is  evident  the  judg- 
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mmt  is  ezoeMiTa^  and  Ibr  a  greater  anumnt  than  plaintJiT  it 
eutitled  to  leoover. 

There  are  other  errors  assigned  and  urged  by  ooonsel,  none 
of  whieh  are  well  taken.  For theerror  abore  stated,  the  jndg- 
Toent  is  revorsedi 


Fnnsarat  muu  mat  as  Dwubbbd  cm  ArvMAU  v  ouebb  is  Amy  Svi- 
Divos  wUoh  win  fMnomTily  Mpport  tlMmi  8m  BoehmttmM  t.  /Vitei 
y,  6SI9  and  nolib 

Iv  iLannv  mb  Bbbaoi  or  WjLaujnrr.  Pubcbabbb  vsbd  vot 
tliftft  MUar  kMW  «f  Idii^  sf  lik  vwnvtyi  Page  r.  Purtar,  SO  Am.  Dml 
17& 

Vsvns  ojjnov  BHonni  ChHnBB4flr  wbbovt  Baiiiaanni 
ne  to  tlM  etiiar  party  any  bmiAii  ba  SBaj  have  woaUad 
Mto  to  Aryoal  t.  Mw^  74  Aak  Dm  607*4ea 


OASES 


nr  TBS 


SUPKEME   COURT 


or 

KANSAS. 


Kahbas  Gitt,  St.  Josbfh,  akd  Gounoil  Bluffs 

B.  B.   Go.   V.   BODBBAUGH. 

Omnantm  to  Jvusmonoir,  whut  Too  Lati.  —  Whera  Mticm  against  rail- 
load  aompaiij  ia  bron^t  nndar  atatate  (aaetion  00  d  ffanaaa  Code) 
whaok  makaa  proriiioii  aa  to  when  jnriadiotion  ahall  attach  in  aoch 
€aaa%  and  ia  tried  in  a  Jnatioe'b  conrt^  the  judgment  therein  appealed 
from,  and  the  oaae  again  tried,  it  ia  too  late,  npon  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial  thai  made^  to  object  for  the  first  time  to  the  joriadiotion. 

^^^mntt  OF  PiflBiiioxBS^  Ticket  LncmHo  LxABiLXTr  ioa  BaooaoSp  -— 
Before  one  can  be  boond  by  the  dedarationa  in  a  ticket  for  tranaporta- 
tion  en  a  paaMoger  train,  limiting  liability  for  baggage  checked  by  rea- 
aoa  of  the  pnrehaae  of  sach  ticket^  the  restrictianB  or  limitationa  sought 
•  to  be  made  most  be  known  to  the  purchaser,  and  the  ticket  most  have 
been  accepted  with  foil  knowledge  of  the  restrictioiis  contained  therein. 

Frank  Boyse^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
Tondineon  and  Eatanf  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Clogston,  C.    This  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  value 

of  a  trunk  and  its  contents,  which  plaintiff  in  error  received 

as  baggage  to  be  transported  over  its  road  and  connecting 

lines  to  Mitchell,  Dakota  Territory.    The  findings  of  fact  hj 

the  court  show  the  following:  That  on  the  twenty-eighth  day 

of  August,  1884,  plaintiff,  defendant  in  error,  desiring  to  go 

from  Atchison  to  Mitchell,  Dakota  Territory,  applied  to  the 

defendant  at  Atchison  for  a  ticket  from  Atchison  to  Mitchell, 

and  was  by  the  agent  informed  of  the  price  of  a  ticket  or  fare 

between  said  points,  which  amount  the  plaintiff  paid,  and  was 

US 
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given  a  ticket  The  ticket  received  b/  the  plaintiff  was  what 
was  called  a  **  skeleton  ticket,"  with  coupons  attached,  giving 
the  names  of  the  different  roads  over  which  plaintiff  would 
travel  in  going  from  Atchison  to  Mitchell.  At  the  time  of 
receiving  said  ticket  the  agent  made  no  statement  of  the  con« 
tents  of  the  ticket  to  the  plaintiff,  and  she  made  no  examina- 
tion of  the  ticket  The  heading  of  the  ticket  contained  these 
words: — 

^'Special  limited  ticket  Good  for  one  continuous  first-dass 
passage,  when  [ ]  stamped  by  the  company's  agent,  sub- 
ject to  the  following  contract:  In  selling  this  ticket  for  pas- 
sage over  other  roads,  this  company  acts  only  as  agent,  and 
assumes  no  responsibility  beyond  its  own  line.  None  of  the 
companies  represented  in  this  ticket  will  assume  any  liability 
on  baggage  except  for  wearing  apparel,  and  then  only  for  a 
sum  not  exceeding  one  hundred  dollars." 

Below  this  printed  matter  was  left  a  blank  space  for  the 
signature  of  the  purchaser,  and  also  for  a  witness.  Plaintiff 
was  not  required  to  and  did  not  sign  said  ticket,  and  it  was 
not  witnessed  or  signed  by  any  one.  No  reduction  of  fare 
was  made  by  reason  of  the  stipulation  contained  in  the  ticket 
This  ticket  was  for  a  passage,  first,  over  the  defendant's  road 
from  Atchison  to  Council  Bluffs;  from  Council  Bluffs,  over 
the  Chicago  and  Northwestern  railway  and  the  Sioux  City 
and  Pacific  railroad,  to  Sioux  City;  from  Sioux  City,  over 
the  Chicago,  Milwaukee,  and  St  Paul  railway,  to  Mitchell, 
Dakota.  After  receiving  this  ticket,  the  plaintiff  presented  it 
to  the  baggage  agent  at  the  union  depot  at  Atchison,  and  with 
it  her  trunk  containing  the  usual  wearing  apparel  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  requested  that  the  same  be  checked,  which  was  done, 
and  she  received  a  check  for  the  transportation  of  said  trunk 
from  Atchison  to  Mitchell,  over  the  lines  named  in  said  ticket. 
Plaintiff  boarded  the  defendant's  train  at  Atchison,  and  de- 
fendant took  charge  of  and  placed  said  baggage  upon  the 
train,  and  the  same  was  transported  to  Council  Bluffs.  ^Vhcn 
it  arrived  there,  the  trunk  was,  by  the  defendant's  agents  in 
charge  of  the  train,  assisted  by  the  employees  of  the  union 
depot  at  Council  Bluffs,  unloaded  from  the  baggage-car  and 
placed  upon  a  truck,  for  the  purpose  of  being  transported  into 
the  depot.  The  defendant  had  also  received  as  baggage,  some- 
where between  Atchison  and  Council  Bluffs,  a  box  containing 
three  jugs  of  sulphuric  acid.  The  top  of  this  box  was  cov- 
ered with  a  cloth  only.    In  unloading  the  baggage  this  box 
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WEB  placed  on  the  top  of  the  truck  containing  the  trunk  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  in  this  condition  the  truck  was  rolled  into  the 
baggage-room  of  the  union  depot  by  the  employees  of  said  de- 
pot, and  in  removing  the  baggage  from  the  truck  they  first 
attempted  to  remove  the  box  containing  the  sulphuric  acid, 
and  the  contents  of  one  of  the  jugs  was  spilled  and  ran  over 
the  baggage  and  the  trunk  of  the  plaintiff;  the  acid  escaping 
by  reason  of  the  cork  having  been  eaten  up  or  destroyed  by 
the  acid,  and  the  trunk  and  its  contents  were  saturated  by  the 
acid,  and  all  of  its  contents  destroyed  or  burned  up,  save  and 
except  two  or  three  articles.  Plaintiff,  on  arriving  at  her  desti- 
nation^  presented  her  check,  and  was  informed  that  her  trunk 
had  not  arrived;  whereupon  she  went  to  a  hotel  and  remained 
nine  days,  at  an  expense  of  $11.25,  waiting  for  her  trunk  to 
arrive.  Finding  that  it  did  not  come,  she  returned  to  Council 
Bluffs,  and  there  learned  of  the  destruction  of  the  baggage,  and 
the  articles  saved  therefrom  were  turned  over  to  her.  After- 
ward she  returned  to  Atchison,  and  commenced  this  action  for 
the  value  of  the  trunk  and  its  contents. 

The  first  objection  to  this  judgment  is,  that  the  court  had 
no  jurisdiction  of  the  defendant,  contending  that,  as  this  ac- 
tion was  brought  under  section  50  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure, it  (the  defendant)  did  not  come  within  the  provisions 
of  said  section,  under  the  facts  shown  in  this  case.  The  evi- 
dence shows,  and  the  court  found,  that  the  defendant  ran  its 
train  over  its  main  line  in  Missouri,  and  at  Atchison  crossed 
the  bridge  owned  by  the  bridge  company  to  the  union  depot, 
over  the  tracks'  owned  by  the  Union  Depot  Company,  which 
company  was  composed  of  seven  railroad  companies,  among 
which  was  the  defendant.  Defendant  backed  its  train  over 
the  bridge  to  the  union  depot,  where  it  received  baggage  and 
passengers  for  transportation  over  its  line.  No  evidence  was 
shown  that  there  was  any  lease  by  which  the  defendant  ran 
its  trains  over  the  bridge  and  to  the  depot  at  Atchison.  Un- 
der this  evidence,  the  defendant  insists  that  it  cannot  be  sued 
in  the  county  of  Atchison,  for  the  reason  that  it  does  not  lease, 
own,  or  control  any  line  of  road  in  the  city  of  Atchison.  The 
record  shows  that  this  action  was  brought  in  a  justice's  court, 
and  appealed  by  defendant  to  the  district  court,  where  the 
case  was  tried  upon  the  bill  of  particulars  as  filed  in  the  jus- 
tice's court  Nowhere  does  the  record  disclose  any  objections 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  either  before  the  justice  of  the 
peace  or  the  district  court,  and  the  first  objection  made  to  the 
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of  the  oourt  was  made  in  the  motion  for  a  mm 
triaL  This  seems  to  us  to  be  too  late  to  raise  that  qneBtion. 
If  the  defendant  desired  to  challenge  the  jurisdictioii  of  tfao 
coort,  it  ought  to  have  done  so  at  an  earlier  period  in  the  his- 
tory of  this  case:  Miller  t.  Bogart^  19  Ean.  117;  North  Mi^- 
sottfi  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Aker9^  4  Id.  453;  Shwter  y.  Finan^  19  Id. 
114. 

The  second  reason  assigned  why  this  judgment  should  be 
reversed  or  modified  is,  that  the  ticket  issued  by  the  defend- 
ant, and  under  which  this  baggage  was  checked,  was  a  con- 
tract limiting  the  liability  of  the  defendant,  in  case  of  loea  of 
baggage,  to  one  hundred  dollars.  It  is,  perhaps,  true  that  the 
defendant  might,  by  a  special  contract,  limit  its  liability,  so 
as  not  to  be  respousible,  in  case  of  loss  of  baggage,  beyond  a 
given  sum,  provided  the  contract  was  a  reasonable  restriction. 
In  this  case  there  was  no  contract  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  no  knowledge  was  conveyed  to  her  of  any  intention  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant  to  limit  its  liability  save  and  except 
what  the  ticket  itself  contained;  and  this  was  not  read  or  its 
contents  made  known  to  the  plaintiff.  Can  this  be  called  an 
implied  contract?  We  think  that,  before  the  plaintiff  can  be 
bound  by  the  declarations  in  the  ticket  for  transportation  on 
a  passenger  train,  the  restrictions  or  limitations  sought  to  be 
made  must  be  known  to  her,  and  she  must  have  accepted  the 
ticket  with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  restrictions  contained 
therein.  This  ticket  contained  a  blank  for  the  signature  of 
the  purchaser,  and  that  signature  was  to  be  witnessed  by 
some  one.  This  was  not  done  in  this  case.  The  object  of 
that  blank  space  being  left  there  was,  doubtless,  that  the  at- 
tention of  a  purchaser  might  be  called  to  the  conditions  of  the 
ticket,  and  when  called  to  sign  it,  he  would  then  know  its 
oontents.  This  would  constitute  a  contract  between  them; 
but  without  it,  there  would  be  no  contract,  and  no  restriction 
or  limitation  of  the  liability  of  the  company.  The  ticket  is 
not  a  contract  of  itself;  it  is  simply  evidence  of  a  contract: 
Lawson  on  Carriers,  sees.  106,  107.  Before  the  giving  of  this 
ticket,  there  was  nothing  said  between  the  parties  that  one 
was  to  limit  his  liability,  under  certain  conditions  or  circum- 
stances, and  consequently  the  ticket  could  not  be  evidence  of 
a  contract  that  did  not  exist.  Again,  where  a  person  pur- 
chases a  ticket,  he  does  not  expect  that  thereby  he  is  makiog 
a  contract  limiting  the  liability  of  the  railroad  company,  bat 
simply  that  he  is  receiving  a  check  showing  that  the  fare  has 
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been  paid  over  the  line  to  the  place  of  destination,  wherever 
that  may  be:  Baltimore  etc.  22.  B.  Co.  v.  Campbell^  86  Ohio  8t. 
657;  88  Am.  Rep.  617;  Bailroad  Co.  v.  Fraloffj  100  U.  8.  24; 
Atchison  €te.  B.  B.  Co.  y.  Boa/chj  85  Kan.  740;  57  Am.  Rep.  199, 
and  cases  there  cited. 

But  defendant  insists  that  this  baggage  was  not  destroyed 
or  injured  while  in  its  possession  or  under  its  control,  but  after 
it  had  been  transferred  to  the  employees  of  the  union  depot  at 
Council  Bluffs.  True,  the  baggage  was  in  the  union  depot 
when  it  was  destroyed,  but  it  was  there  in  the  same  condition 
that  it  was  left  or  placed  in  by  the  agents  of  the  defendant. 
Its  employees  had  placed  it  upon  the  truck,  and  after  it  was 
placed  there,  with  other  baggage,  nothing  was  done  to  it  by 
the  employees  of  the  Union  Depot  Company  to  cause  its  de- 
struction, but  it  was  destroyed  by  reason  of  improper  baggage 
having  been  placed  on  top  of  the  trunk,  which,  when  placed 
in  the  depot,  its  contents  were  spilled  over  the  baggage,  thus 
destroying  it.  Then  it  was  the  act  and  negligence  of  the  de- 
fendant that  caused  the  injury:  it  had  received  a  box  not  iu 
condition  to  be  taken  as  baggage,  containing  a  jug  of  acid, 
which  was  liable  to  be  broken  and  its  contents  spilled  over  the 
baggage,  and  had  carelessly  and  negligently  placed  such  box 
on  the  trunk  of  the  plaintiff.  Without  passing  upon  the  ques- 
tion as  to  the  liability  of  the  defendant  had  the  baggage  been 
transferred  to  a  connecting  line,  and  then  by  the  negligence  of 
the  employees  of  said  connecting  line  the  baggage  had  been 
lost,  we  hold  that  the  defendant,  by  its  negligence  and  care-, 
lessness,  caused  the  destruction  of  this  baggage,  and  is  liable 
therefor. 

It  is  recommended  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  be 
affirmed. 

By  the  Coxmr.    It  is  so  ordered. 


PURCHAflSB  OV  RAUiWAT  PAflSENOEB  TlOKST  DOIS  NOT  BT  m  MSRK  Ao- 

OBPTAKoa  acqaiMoe  in  and  bind  himself  to  all  terms  and  conditions  printed 
thereon,  in  absence  of  actual  knowledge  of  them:  Kent  ▼.  BaitiimcTteic.  R.  R. 
Co.,  4  Am.  St  Rep.  639,  and  note. 

JvBiSDicnoN  09  NoN-BB8n>KNT8  Oknbrallt:  See  note  to  Molyneux  ▼.  Bey* 
vumr,  76  Am.  Dec.  665-671. 

Cabiuxbs'  Ck>NTKAcr — EmcT  ov  Worbb  "Notioes,'*  "Rah^wat  Tick- 
rnn,"  "BAOOAOS-CHaoxfl,"  no.  — The  question  whether  a  common  carrier 
may  by  words  or  notices,  or  by  tickets  or  checks  with  printed  conditions 
thereon,  make  a  contract  in  his  own  favor,  has  been  well  considered*  both  in 
the  notes  and  selected  cases  in  the  American  ]>ecisions  and  American  Re- 
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ports;  10  that  this  note  will  bo  meroly  an  addaida  theretoi  embodjing  somo 
of  the  most  recent  deciBions.  With  referenoe  to  baggage  there  is  one  deter- 
minixig  principle,  and  that  has  been  stated  as  follows:  "It  has  been  aetUed 
for  a  considerable  time  that  the bsggsge  of  apassenger  introsted  to  one  whose 
bunnets  it  is  to  trsnsport  persons  and  their  bagicage,  and  with  whom  the 
owner  has  embarked^  is  nader  the  same  protection  as  the  goods  which  are  in- 
trusted to  a  common  carrier  of  goods  ":  MerriU  ▼.  OrUtntU^  90  K.  Y.  69i,  G09. 
The  rale  is  simplified  in  WiUtm  v.  CkemxpeaJM  eCc  R.  R,  Co,,  21  OratL  664^ 
664,  to  the  statement  that  csrriers  of  passengers  are  liable  for  their  ordinary 
bsggage  as  common  carriers,  and  that  no  distinction  exists  wbsthar  the  pss* 
senger  is  traveling  with  his  baggage  or  it  is  carried  withoat  him. 

CoiOfON-LAW  LlABIUTT   OF    CaBRTUBS    OT  GoODS  MAT  KOT  BB   LncnXD 

BT  A  Genkbal  Notice.  Notwithstanding  some  decisiona  to  the  contrary, 
it  may  be  stated  as  a  general  rule,  established  by  a  great  weight  of  American 
authority,  that  a  common  carrier  cannot  limit  his  common*law  liability  by 
any  general  notice:  Dorr  v.  New  Jeney  Steam  Nariffatkm  Co.,  11  N.  T.  485; 
62  Am.  Deo.  125,  and  note  129;  Kimbail  ▼.  Rytland  elc  R.R,  Co.,  26  Vt.  247; 
62  Am.  Dec.  567;  Steele  ▼.  Towntend,  37  Ala.  247;  79  Am.  Dec.  49;  Judmn 
Y,  Wegtem  R,  R,  Co.,  6  Allen*  486;  83  Am.  Dec  646;  Blumenihal  ▼.  Brai^ 
enf,  38  Vt  402;  91  Am.  Deo.  349,  and  note  362.  Whfle  this  mla  has  not 
perhaps  been  stated  in  this  ezaet  form  in  soma  of  the  oases,  yet  the  sane 
conclusion  has  been  arrived  at  in  those  cases,  and  many  decisions  have  even 
gone  to  a  greater  extent.  In  Georgia,  it  is  declared  that  a  carrier  cannot 
Umit  his  liability  by  any  act  of  his  own  to  which  the  shipper  does  not  eon- 
sent:  Wallace  v.  Matthews,  39  Ga.  617;  99  Am.  Dee.  473,  and  note  479. 
Therefore  a  olaase  inserted  in  a  bill  of  lading  by  such  carrier  does  not  oper- 
ate as  a  limitation  of  his  liabili^  where  snch  restriction  is  not  agreed  to  by 
the  shipper:  Central  R,  R.  Co.  v.  DtoigfU  J(fg.  Co.,  75  Ga.  609;  and  it  is  held 
in  several  cases  that  a  oonmion  carrier  may  not  exempt  himself  from  liability 
by  notice,  or  by  words  on  a  railway  ticket  or  baggage-check,  whether  brooght 
home  to  the  owner  or  not:  Cole  ▼.  Ooodunn,  19  Wend.  251;  82  Am.  Deo.  470^ 
and  note  496;  Dorr  t.  NtwJereey  Steam  Naeiffation  Co.,  11  N.  Y.  485^  490; 
Bloaaom  v.  Dodd,  43  Id.  264;  HolSeter  v.  Nowlen,  10  Wend.  234;  New  Jerwey 
Steam  Nanffotkm  Co.  ▼.  Merchants'  Bank,  6  How.  344;  Perhine  v.  New  Tori 
Cent.  R.  R.  Co.,  24  N.  Y.  196;  Baltimore  etc  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Campbell,  36  Ohio 
St.  647;  38  Am.  Bep.  617;  Raweon  v.  Penneyhoania  R.  R.  Co.,  48  N.  Y.  212; 
8  Am.  Rep.  643;  Binmenthal  ▼.  Brainerd,  38  Vt.  402;  91  Am.  Dec  349.  and 
note  363;  but  see  Wilson  ▼.  Chesapeake  etc  R.  R.  Co.,  21  Gratt  654^  672; 
Logan  v.  Ponchartram  R.  R.  Co.,  1 1  Bob.  24;  43  Am.  Dec.  199.  It  is  declared 
in  Massachnsetts  that  the  assent  to  a  restriction  on  the  liability  of  a  ooBanon 
carrier,  created  by  notice,  is  not  to  be  inferred  from  the  mere  fact  that 
knowledge  of  snob  notice  on  the  part  of  an  owner  or  consignor  is  shown. 
The  evidence  mnst  show  that  the  terms  were  adopted  as  the  conti«ct  between 
the  parties:  Buckland  v.  Adams  Express  Co.,  97  Mass.  124;  93  Am.  Dec.  68^ 
and  note  73.  So  the  taking  of  a  receipt  from  a  carrier  of  goods  is  onljprma 
/ode  evidence  of  an  acceptance  of  its  terms  restricting  liability  for  gooda  to 
be  carried;  and  it  may  be  shown  by  parol  that  such  receipt  was  never  ac- 
cepted by  the  shipper  as  a  binding  contract  for  the  purpose  of  limiting  snch 
liability:  Sirohn  v.  DetroU  etc  R.  R.  Co.,  21  Wis.  554;  Western  Trannt  Oc  v. 
Hbsking,  19  DL  App.  607.  Nor  ia  the  assent  of  a  shipper  to  the  limitatioDS 
in  a  bill  of  lading  necessarily  to  be  presumed  from  acoeptanoe  of  tho  ImIL 
Adams  Sacpress  Company  v.  Stettaners,  61  IlL  184;  14  Am.  Bep,  £7;  bnt  aeo 
^iteeU  V.  Townsend,  37  Ala.  247;  79  Am.  Dec  48^  endnote  57;  McMUkm t. 
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5.  IT.  A  L  R.  R,  Co.,  16  Mich.  79;  93  Am.  Deo.  20S.  So  a  notice  contained  in 
a  earriei^B  bill  of  freight  tariff  and  receipt,  "that  all  goods  and  merchandise 
will  be  at  the  risk  of  the  owners  while  in  the  storehooses  of  the  company," 
will  not  prevent  the  carrier's  liability  for  loss  of  goods;  and  a  notice  on  the 
back  of  a  receipt  forms  no  part  of  the  contract,  it  need  not  be  set  out  in  the 
declaration,  and  omitting  to  do  so  is  not  a  Tariance.  A  receipt  is  only  prima 
Jade  evidence  that  consignor  assented  to  conditions,  and  may  be  contra- 
dicted by  parol  evidence:  Western  Transp,  Co.  v.  NewhaU,  24  HL  466;  76 
Am.  Dec  760,  and  note  775;  Bfumetdhal  v.  Bramerd,  38  Vt.  402;  91  Am. 
Dec.  349;  StroKn  v.  DetroU  etc  R,  R  Co.,  21  Wis.  554;  94  Am.  Dec.  564. 
Again,  a  notice  that  baggage  would  be  at  the  risk  of  the  owner,  printed  and 
placarded  at  the  pablio  offices  of  a  stage  company,  will  not  limit  its  liability 
as  a  common  carrier:  EoOiBter  v.  Nmdtn,  19  Wend.  234;  82  Am.  Dec  456, 
and  note  468.  Kor  is  the  fact  that  a  notice,  limiting  a  railroad  company's 
liability  for  carrying  baggage,  is  printed  on  the  face  of  the  ticket^  of  any 
effect:  Raweon  v.  Pennejfhfania  R.  R.  Co.,  48  K.  7.  212;  Bloeeom  v.  Dodd,  43 
Id.  264.  So  notice  npon  a  Pullman  sleeping-car  ticket,  printed  upon  its  face, 
that  "wearing  apparel  or  baggage  placed  in  the  car  will  be  entirely  at  the 
risk  ef  the  owners,"  does  not  relieve  the  company  from  liability  for  the  lose 
of  baggage  left  with  the  porter  of  the  sleeping-car,  and  such  ticket  can  have 
no  bearing  upon  a  case  where  the  suit  is  against  the  railroad  company  alone^ 
further  than  the  fact  that  the  sleeping-car  was  part  ot  defendant's  train,  and 
a  oontnct  with  the  sleeping-car  company  does  not  relieve  the  railroad  com- 
pany: LouteviUe  ete.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  KatKeOierger,  16  Lea,  380;  57  Am.  Rep.  232. 
Kor  does  the  law  raise  any  presumption  that  a  passenger  on  a  railroad  haa 
read  a  notice  limiting  the  company's  liability  for  baggage  from  the  ^t  that 
rach  notice  is  printed  on  the  back  of  a  check  delivered  to  the  passenger, 
which  cheek  haa  on  its  face  the  words  "  Look  on  the  back,"  nor  from  the  &ot 
that  sach  notice  is  printed  on  a  placard  posted  in  the  car,  and  containing 
<»tiier  notioes  which  the  passenger  has  read:  Maitme  v.  Boeton  etc.  R.  R.  Cc, 
12  Gray,  388;  74  Am.  Dec  598.  Bat  the  case  of  Brown  v.  Saetem  R.  R,  C0.9 
11  Cush.  97,  98,  makes  a  distinction  between  limitations  stated  on  the  face 
of  the  ticket  and  those  printed  on  its  back,  "and  detached  from  what  ordi- 
narily oontains  all  that  is  material  to  the  passenger."  There  would  not  seem, 
however,  to  be  very  great  force  in  thit^  in  view  of  the  law  hereinafter  stated, 
that  actual  notice  is  required  to  bind  the  passenger  with  knowledge  of  the 
terms  intended  to  be  imposed.  It  was  farther  argued  in  Brown  v.  Eaatem 
R.  R,  Co.,  11  Gush.  97,  98,  that  "a  mere  passenger  ticket,  in  the  form  in  gen- 
eral use,  would  not  naturally  induce  to  the  minute  reading  of  its  contents." 
80  it  is  held  in  Indiana  that  where  a  passenger  upon  a  railroad  train  de« 
livered  his  baggage  to  the  company  to  be  transported  to  his  destination,  and 
reoeived  a  baggage-check  in  return,  upon  which  was  stamped  a  notice  that 
in  consideration  of  free  carriage  the  company's  liability  in  case  of  loss  of  the 
baggage  was  limited  to  one  hundred  dollars,  such  notice  does  not  exempt  the 
company  from  liability  above  that  amount  in  case  the  baggage  is  lost:  Indian* 
apoUi  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Cox,  29  Ind.  360;  95  Am.  Dec  640.  To  substantially 
the  same  effect  is  the  case  of  Nevka  v.  Bay  State,  4  Bosw.  225,  where  it  was 
determined  that  where  a  railroad  ticket  limited  the  amount  of  baggage  which 
a  passenger  would  be  permitted  to  carry  to  a  sum  not  to  exceed  one  hundred 
deUars  in  valne,  and  providing  that  a  certain  additional  sum  should  be  paid 
for  baggage  canned  which  exceeded  that  valuation,  such  restriction  would 
not  prevent  a  passenger  from  recovering  the  valne  of  a  titink  which  he  had 
losl^  mad  the  valne  of  so  mnch  of  its  contents  as  would  oome  within  what  is 
8t.  Bsp.,  Voi*  V.  — # 
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generally  known  as  traTelera'  iMggage,  and  which  waa  reasonable  in  quantity 
and  value,  althongh  nothing  extra  was  paid  for  the  excess  over  one  hundred 
dollars  in  value.  So  a  mere  notice  in  a  bill  of  lading  is  not  enflicient:  Georgia 
E.  R.  Co.  V.  (Tdaa,  68  Ga.  350.  Kor  is  any  notice  given  by  publication: 
Southern  Express  Co.  v.  PurceO,  37  Id.  103;  92  Am.  Dec.  53.  Kor  a  memo- 
randum on  a  card  or  ticket  delivered  on  receiving  goods  for  transportation: 
Prentice  v.  Decker,  49  Barb.  21.  Kor  is  a  general  notice  evidence  of  a  con- 
tract limiting  the  carrier's  liability:  Blumentkaly.  Bramerd,  38  VL  402;  91 
Am.  Deo.  349,  and  note  363.  Kor  does  such  general  notice  create  a  presump- 
tion of  an  implied  contract  not  to  hold  the  carrier  liable  for  baggage:  Hoflie- 
ter  v.  Nowlen,  19  Wond.  234;  32  Am.  Deo.  455.  Kor  may  the  carrier  limit  its 
liability  by  usage  established  by  itself:  BvanemUe  etc  R.  R,  Co.  v.  ToHng,  28 
Ind.  516.  Kor  is  knowledge  of  the  limitation  conveyed  by  a  notice  posted 
np  in  the  company's  cars,  disclaiming  responsibility  for  personal  property 
left  in  the  berths  of  a  sleeping-car;  and  where  a  passenger  occupying  a  berth 
therein  loses  personal  property  by  theft,  through  want  of  reasonable  care  bj 
the  company,  recovery  may  be  had  from  it  for  such  loss:  Lewie  v.  New  ToHt 
Sleeping  Car  Co,,  148  Mass.  5267;  and  stage-coach  proprietors  are  indnded  in 
the  rule  that  common  carriers  may  not  limit  their  liability  by  a  general  nt^ 
tice  that  passengers'  baggage  is  at  their  own  risk:  HoiUeter  v.  Kowien,  19 
Wend.  234:  Jonee  ▼.  Voorheee,  10  Ohioi  145;  Cole  ▼.  Goodwin,  19  Wend.  251; 
PoweU  V.  Mffere,  26  Id.  591. 

The  general  rule,  then,  is,  in  brie(  that  a  common  canier  cannot,  by  mere 
declarations,  stipulations,  or  notices,  upon  a  ticket  or  check,  or  otherwise  by 
a  mere  genwal  notice,  limit  his  liability:  Georgia  R*  R,  Co.  y,  Gcmn,  68  Ga. 
850;  Wileon  v.  Cheeapeabe  etc  R.  R.  Co.,  21  Gratt.  654,  672;  Story  on  Con- 
tracts, sea  761 ;  Bank  cf  Kentucky  v.  Adams  Bxpreee  Co,,  93  U.  S.  174;  Beano- 
ffiUe  etc  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Young,  28  Ind.  516;  EolSater  v.  Nowlen,  19  Wend.  234; 
82  Am.  Dec.  455,  and  note  468;  Logan  v.  Ponehartrain  R.  R.  Co.,  11  Rob. 
24;  43  Am.  Dec.  199;  SoiUhem  Express  Co.  v.  PuroeU,  ZJ  Ga.  103;  92  Am. 
Dec  53,  and  note;  SovUhem  Express  Co.  t.  Nemby,  36  Ga.  635;  91  Am.  Dec 
783.  Kotwithstanding  the  reason  and  justice  of  the  rule,  and  the  array  of 
sound  authorities  supporting  it,  the  Pennsylvania  cases,  by  an  unbroken 
line  of  decisions,  hold,  as  is  declared  in  Loing  t.  CMer,  8  Pa.  St.  479,  49 
Am.  Dec  533,  and  note  638,  that  a  carrier  may  limit  his  liability  by  notice 
to  passengers  that  the  baggage  is  at  their  own  risk.  The  court,  however, 
in  deciding  this  follows  Bingham  v.  Rogers,  6  Watts  Bi  S.  495,  and  says, 
referring  to  cases  contra:  "Were  the  question  an  open  one  in  Pennsyl- 
vania, I  should  for  one  unhesitatingly  follow  them  in  repudiating  a  prin- 
ciple which  places  the  bailor  absolutely  at  the  mercy  of  the  carrier,  whom, 
in  a  vast  majority  of  instances,  he  cannot  but  choose  to  employ  ";  and  in 
Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Sckwarteenberger,  45  Pa.  St  208,  the  rule  is  given 
that  a  notice  upon  a  through- ticket  limiting  liability  for  baggage  beyond 
its  own  line  ii  binding  on  the  purchaser.  The  case  of  Pennsylvania  R.  R,  Co. 
▼.  Raiordon,  119  Id.  577,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  670,  follows  the  doctrine  early 
established  in  that  state,  and  it  was  said  by  the  court  in  that  case  that  it  was 
"  too  late  to  deny  that  in  Pennsylvania  a  common  carrier  may  limit  his 
liability  by  special  contract.  In  Atioood  v.  Reliance  Transp,  Co.,  9  Watts, 
87,  34  Am.  Dec.  503,  Gibson,  C.  J.,  recognized  the  rule  as  well  established, 
although  expressing  grave  doubts  of  its  wisdom.  In  Laing  v.  Colder,  8 
Pa.  St.  479,  49  Am.  Dec.  533,  this  court  again  gave  its  assent  to  the  rule; 
while  Bell,  J.,  by  whom  the  opinion  was  delivered,  expressed  his  sympathy 
with  the  doubt  of  Chief  Justice  Gibson.    The  same  rule  has  been  held  in 
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muiy  later  oaaes;  among  which  are  Powdl  ▼.  Ptnutylvajua  R,  R,  Co,,  32  Pa. 
8t  414;  75  Am.  Dea  664;  Am.  Ex.  Co.  ▼.  Xondf,  65  Pa.  St.  140;  PtwMyl- 
mnia  R.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Miller,  87  Id.  395;  Attama  Ex.  Co.  v.  SharpUas,  77  Id.  617; 
Clyde  Y.  HMard^  88  Id.  368."  Though  there  is  a  PeniiBylvania  ease  which 
limits  the  role  as  follows:  the  carrier  may  by  a  general  notice,  clear  and 
explicit  in  its  terms,  limit  his  liability,  provided  the  other  party  has  fall 
information  of  the  terms  of  limitation  and  the  effect  thereof  {Camden  eie. 
R.  R.  Co.  ▼.  BcUdat^f,  16  Pa.  St.  67),  yet  printing  snch  restrictions  as  to 
liability  upon  the  ticket,  cheek,  or  notice  in  smBller  letters  than  those  which 
state  the  general  object  of  snch  ticket,  eta,  does  not  amonnt  to  actoal 
notice:  Vemer  y.  SvxUger,  32  Id.  208.  In  Sieera  y.  Liverpool,  N.  7.,  A  P. 
Steanukip  Co.,  67  K.  Y.  1,  5,  15  Am.  Rep.  453,  and  note  457,  the  phuntiff 
purchased  a  passage  to  Enrope,  which  was  evidenced  by  a  written  engage- 
ment signed  by  her;  this  paper  provided  that  a  certain  amonnt  of  luggage 
should  be  allowed  each  passenger  free  of  charge,  and  that  in  consideration 
thereof  the  company  were  not  to  be  held  liable  for  loss  or  damage  to  the 
same  Unless  it  should  be  ''proven  to  have  occurred  from  gross  negligence 
of  said  company  or  their  servants ";  and  the  recovery  was  limited  in  any 
event  to  the  sum  of  fifty  dollars,  "unless  a  bill  of  lading  or  a  receipt  be 
signed  therefor,  specifying  the  articles  and  their  respective  values**;  and 
the  restrictions  were  printed  in  smaller  type  than  the  rest  of  the  agree- 
TOBDt,  but  were  **  all  printed  on  one  side  of  the  paper,  and  all  the  printed 
matter  preceded  the  signature  of  the  agent  of  the  defendant."  The  court 
said:  "That  the  plaintiff  herself  never  read  the  paper  is  of  no  momentb 
The  arrangement  was  made  by  her  agent,  who  must  be  presumed  to  have 
acquainted  himself  with  the  terms  of  the  engagement  which  the  defendant 
assented  to.  Looking  to  the  course  of  business,  the  court  may  take  notice 
that  an  engagement  for  a  voyage  across  the  ocean  is  a  matter  of  more  delib- 
eration and  attention  than  buying  a  railroad  ticket  or  taking  an  express  com- 
pany's receipt  for  baggage  or  for  freight.  There  is,  therefore,  no  room  in 
such  a  case  for  the  suggestion  that  the  party  is  surprised  into  a  contract 
when  he  supposes  himself  only  to  be  taking  a  token  indicative  of  his  right,** 
and  the  paper  was  declared  to  be  a  contract  between  the  parties  limiting 
the  company's  liability,  and  this  case  goes  also  to  the  extent  of  deciding  that 
in  the  absence  of  fraud,  concealment,  or  improper  practice,  the  legal  pre- 
sumption is,  that  stipulations  limiting  the  common-law  liability  of  common 
carriers  contained  in  a  passenger's  ticket  are  known  to  the  party  receiving  it. 
Tbr  Kind  ow  NoncK  does  not  change  the  rule  above  given,  since  there  is 
no  distinction  between  notice  in  newspapers  or  by  handbills  and  notice  printed 
on  back  of  carrier's  receipt  or  elsewhere;  for  wherever  it  may  be  found  it  is 
but  notice:  Western  Tranap.  Co.  v.  NewhaXl,  24  HI.  466;  76  Am.  Dec.  760, 
and  note  775. 

Passknoxb  Tickbts  OB  Ghbcks  ABE  Mebs  Vouchbbs.  —  Passenger  tickets 
must  be  held  to  be  rather  vouchers  or  evidences  that  fare  has  been  paid  by 
the  holders  than  contracts  regulating  the  conditions  of  passage.  "The  party 
receiving  a  ticket  might  well  suppose  it  was  a  mere  check  signifying  that  the 
party  had  paid  his  passage  to  the  place  indicated  on  his  ticket  '*:  Brown  v. 
Eaatem  R.  R.  Co.,  11  Gush.  97,  98;  Kevina  v.  Bay  State,  4  Bosw.  225;  Quimby 
v.  VanderbiU,  17  N.  Y.  306;  Baltimore  and  Ohio  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Campfiell,  36 
Ohio  St  647;  38  Am.  Rep.  617,  618;  and  the  same  rule  applies  to  baggage- 
checks:  See  cases  ante. 

ISarwwoT  ov  Achtal  Knowledoe  of  Tebms  of  Notice,  etc.,  bt  Passenoeb 
OB  SmrPBB.  — Notwithstanding  the  rule  above  given,  it  is  said  in  Brown  v. 
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EaHem  J?.  H.  C6.,  11  Ciuh.  97,  96,  wliidi  was  decided  in  185S,  tliat  "Um 
doctriiM  is  iMT«rthel6M  gradually  benng  inoorporated  into  the  juriapradeiioa 
of  the  tiinea  that  sach  limitatiooa  may,  under  proper  qualificatuma  aod  aafo- 
gnardi  for  aeearing  due  notice  to  the  trayeler,  or  the  party  for  whom  the 
goods  are  to  be  transported,  be  held  operative  and  binding  npon  the  parties'*; 
citing  BHtghom  v.  Pogen,  6  Watts  ft  S.  496;  Lamg  v.  Colder,  8  Pa.  St.  484; 
Swindler  v,  HUtiard,  2  Rich.  286.    So  it  has  been  held  that  there  most  be 
actual  notice,  or  circnmstances  snch  as  that  the  failure  to  read  was  caused  by 
the  actual  negligence  of  the  passenger,  in  order  to  make  binding  a  limitation 
on  a  ticket  restricting  carrier's  liability  for  loss  of  bsggage:  Maauiiz  ▼.  Nem 
York  etc.  R,  R,  Co.,  23  Fed.  Rep.  765;  but  general  words  are  not  sufficient 
in  a  shipping  contract;  the  intent  must  be  so  clearly  expressed  as  that  it  can- 
not be  misunderstood:  NichoiUu  ▼.  New  York  etc  R.  R.  Co.,  89  K.  T.  370; 
and  it  is  held  in  Massachusetts  that  coomion  carriers  may  restrict  their  com* 
mon-law  liability  as  insurers  by  notice  brought  home  to  the  owner  of  goods 
before  or  at  the  time  of  delivery  to  them,  if  such  notice  be  assented  to^  eitiier 
expressly  or  impliedly,  by  the  owner,  if  assent  is  dear  and  unequivocal:  Jud" 
sofiv.  WeatemR.R.Co.,%AILeai,4S6;  83  Am.  Dec.  646;  BornqfT.  Harrie,4 
Ear.  ft  J.  817;  BudOandT.  Adanu  Eke.  Co.,  VI  Mass.  124;  93  Am.  Dec  68^ 
and  note  73;  IWebrowm  v.  Gra$id  Trunk  B^y  Co.,  65  Me.  462;  92  Am.  Dea 
606;  Cooper  v.  Berry,  21  Ga.  526;  68  Am.  Dec.  468.    So  in  Kentncky,  a 
puUio  notice  given  by  a  common  cazrier,  and  brought  home  to  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  shipper,  enters  into  the  contract  of  afieightment  so  far  as  tiie 
carrier  has  the  ri^t  to  impose  such  terms,  either  by  express  or  implied  cob- 
traot,  not^  however,  inconsistent  with  the  express  eontract>  and  such  notioe 
will  Im  considered  in  construing  the  contract  when  its  terms  do  not  conflict 
with  the  express  undertaking:  Omdoiff  v.  Adame  Sx.  Co.,  8  Bosh,  194;  96 
Am.  Dec.  Wl,  and  note  211.    So  where  the  terms  of  the  notice  are  clear  and 
explicit^  and  the  passenger  is  proven  to  have  had  actual  knowledge  thereof 
it  will  be  deemed  binding  en  him,  but  where  the  pnsemigm'  was  nnaUe  is 
understand  the  Knglish  language^  it  was  decided  that  a  general  notioe  ooold 
not  affect  him:  Camden  and  AriSfoy  R.  R.  Co.  v.  BaJOa^f,  16  Pa.  St  67.    But 
such  notice,  in  order  to  be  availing,  must  also  be  actual,  or  such  as  may  be 
implied  from  the  circumstances,  or  it  should  be  brought  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  passenger  at  least  "in  time  to  leave  the  car,  and  have  his  baggage  te> 
moved,  before  the  train  leaves  ":  TFtZfon  v.  Chem^oaiht  etcRR.  Co.,  21  Qratt. 
654,  676;  Story  on  Contracts,  sec.  761;  see  aUo  Raw&on  v.  Penn^haniaR.  R. 
Ca,  48N.  T.  212;  S2o«90fnv.I>D(2<f,43Id.264.    And  it  is  said  in  New  York 
that  if  the  passenger's  attention  is  called  to  the  notice  limiting  the  weo^t 
and  value  of  his  baggage  by  the  ticket  agent  at  the  time  of  its  purchase^  or 
it  is  otherwise  shown  that  he  was  aware  of  the  notice  at  that  time,  he  will  be 
presumed  to  have  assented  to  its  terms,  in  the  abaenoe  of  any  objection 
thereto  on  his  part:  Rawton  v.  Penntylvania  R.  R.  Co.,  48  N.  T.  212;  8  Am, 
Rep.543;  ^2Mmmv.  I>D(2<f,43N.  Y.264.    The  caaeot  Railroad  Co.  T.Fralcf', 
100  U.  S.  24,  is  one  in  which  the  rule  was  laid  down  that  there  might  be  a 
limitation  of  liability  in  favor  of  the  carrier,  but  the  proviso  made  by  the 
court,  when  stating  the  rule^  was,  that  such  restriction  should  be  reasonable; 
that  it  should  have  been  brought  to  the  actual  knowledge  of  the  paasenger, 
and  should  not  be  inconsistent  with  the  duties  of  such  carrier  to  the  public^ 
nor  with  any  statute;  and  that  the  carrier  might  provide  that  where  baggage 
exceeded  a  fixed  amount  in  value  there  should  be  paid  an  ^>^^itifflial  com« 
pensation  proportioned  to  the  risk,  and  might  ri^tfnlly  require  as  a  condi- 
tion precedent  to  any  contract  for  the  trani^ortation  of  baggige  inf crmatien 
from  the  passenger  as  to  its  vslnii. 
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Cabrier's  Liabiutt  mat  b«  Limited  bt  EzpBtts  Contract.  —  Ootride 
of  implied  contraots  above  noticed,  azifling  from  bringing  actual  knowledge  of 
the  restriction  or  condition  songbt  to  be  imposed  home  to  the  passenger  or 
•hipper,  there  is  no  doabt  but  that  the  general  liability  of  a  common  carrier 
may  be  restricted  or  diminished  by  express  or  special  contract  to  which  the 
passenger  or  shipper  has  assented:  Blumenthai  ▼.  Brainerd,  28  Vt.  402;  01  Am. 
Dec.  349,  and  note  363;  Parson  v.  MontecUh,  13  Barb.  653;  WeUv.  New  Tark 
CenL  R,  JR.  Ca,^  24  K.  T.  181;  Southern  Bxpreaa  Co.  ▼.  Netoby,  36  Ga.  635; 
91  Am.  Dec  783;  Atwood  v.  Reliance  eie,  Ca,  9  Watts,  87;  Bingham  v.  Rogers, 
6  Watts  &  S.  495;  Hart  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.,  112  U.  8.  331,  338;  £2;- 
press  Co.  v.  Caldwell,  21  Wall.  267;  Cooper  v.  Berry,  21  Ga.  526;  68  Am.  Dec. 
468;  Thayer  ▼.  St.  Louis  R.  R.  Co.,  22  Ind.  26;  85  Am.  Dec.  409,  and  note 
412;  Georgia  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Oann,  68  Ga.  350;  Dorr  v.  New  Jersey  Steam  Nov. 
Co.,  11  N.  T.  485,  492;  Farmers*  etc  Bank  v.  Champlain  Transportation  Co,, 
23  Vt  186;  Western  Transportation  Co.  v.  NewliaU,  24  III.  466;  76  Am.  Dec. 
7eO,  and  note  775;  Oraliam  ▼.  Davis,  4  Ohio  St.  362;  62  Am.  Dec.  285,  and 
note  294;  Roberts  v.  Rilaj,  15  La.  Ann.  103;  77  Am.  Dec.  83;  SouUieni  Ez- 
press  Co.  ▼.  Pureell,  37  Ga.  103;  92  Am.  Dec.  53,  and  note  56;  Orace  t.  Adam^ 
100  Mass.  505;  97  Am.  Dec.  117;  Mobile  etc  R.  R.  Co.  v.  IJopUns,  41  Ala. 
486;  94  Am.  Dec.  607;  Indianapolis  etc  R.  R.  Co.  r.  Cox,  29  Ind.  360;  95 
Am.  Dec  640;  McFadden  v.  Missouri  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.,  92  Mo.  343;  1  Am. 
fit.  Hep.  721.  Altbongh  this  rule  ia  less  broadly  stated  in  Smith  v.  New 
York  etc  R.  R.,  29  Barb.  132,  where  it  is  said  that  there  may  be  a  restric- 
tion to  a  limited  degree.  The  con  tract  must  also  be  clear  and  specific:  Id.; 
and  must  be  fairly  and  understaodingly  made:  McFadden  ▼.  Missouri  Pacific 
R.  R.  Co.,  92  Mo.  343;  1  Am.  St.  Kcp.  721;  and  if  both  parties  have  a  fair 
opportunity  to  understand  the  terms  of  the  contract  entered  into,  they  are 
bound  by  it:  Wallace  v.  Matthews,  30  Ga.  617;  90  Am.  Dec.  47*1,  and  note  479. 
Or  if  the  limitations  on  a  check  or  ticket  are  brought  to  a  passenger's  notice, 
and  he  agrees  to  such  limitation,  it  then  becomes  binding:  Baltimore  etc  R.  R. 
Co.  V.  Campbell,  36  Ohio  St.  647;  3S  Am.  Hep.  017.  But  it  is  held  that  the 
assent  must  be  in  express  terms:  Wcsiern  Tramp.  Co.  v.  Ncuchall,  24  III. 
466;  but  see  Logan  v.  Poncliartrain  R.  R.  Co.,  11  Rob.  24;  43  Am.  Dec.  199. 
It  has  been  decided  that  a  bill  of  lading  given  by  a  carrier  on  receipt  of  goods, 
and  accepted  by  a  shipper,  is  a  special  contract:  Steele  v.  Townsend,  37  Ala. 
247;  79  Am.  Dec  49,  and  note  57;  McMillan  v.  S.  Ji:N.  /.  R.  R.  Co.,  10  Mich. 
79;  93  Am.  Dec  208,  and  note  227;  Grace  v.  Adams,  100  Mass.  505;  97  Am. 
Dec.  117;  but  see  Adatna  Express  Co.  v.  Stettaners,  61  111.  184. 

Limitation  of  Carrier's  Liabilitt  must  be  Reasonable. — The  limi- 
tation of  a  common  carrier's  liability  by  express  contract  must  be  reasonable 
in  itself,  and  not  such  as  to  operate  as  a  snare  or  fraud  upon  the  public;  must 
be  fully  understood  by  the  other  party,  and  clearly  proved:  Adams  Lxprcss 
Co.  V.  NocJ:,  2  Duvall,  5G2;  87  Am.  Dec  510;  Baltimore  and  OIuo  R.  /?.  v. 
Ratlihone,  1  W.  Va.  87;  88  Am.  Dec.  GG4;  Adams Exj^rcsa  Co.  v.  Rcaijan,  29  Ind. 
21;  92  Am.  Dec.  332,  and  note  33G.  Therefore  the  condition  that  the  carrier 
should  not  be  liable  for  loss,  unless  a  claim  therefor  should  be  presented  witliin 
thirty  days  from  the  date  of  the  receipt,  was  declared  to  be  unreasonable  and 
void,  in  a  contract  to  carry  a  package  from  Indiana  to  Georgia,  during 
the  war,  and  when  transportation  was  much  interrupted:  Adams  Express  Co. 
V.  Rea'jan,  29  Ind.  21;  92  Am.  Dec.  332,  and  note  336.  But  a  railroad  com- 
pany, as  common  carrier  of  animaU,  may  by  contract  limit  its  liability  for 
loss,  by  stipulating  that  a  shipper  shall  not  maintain  an  action  against  it  for 
damage  after  forty  days  shall  have  elapsed  from  the  time  when  the  cause  ot 
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tctioD  arose,  though  such  time  is  shorter  than  that  named  in  the  statate  of 
limitations.  Snoh  oontract  is  ralid  if  founded  upon  sufficient  consideimtioo. 
and  reasonable  in  its  terms:  aK{^efe.  J?.  i?.Ca  ▼.  TVomJdfc,  68Tex.3]4;2Am. 
St  Bep.  494.  80  the  carrier  may  proWde  that  he  shall  only  be  liaUe  for 
damage  or  loss  while  the  gooda  are  in  his  own  costody:  Weinberg  v.  ^Z&e- 
marU  efe.  i?.  /?.  Co.,  91  N.  C.  31;  and  there  may  be  a  contract  which  will  ex- 
empt the  carrier  for  liability  for  loss  of  a  special  clsas  of  goods,  as  jewelry, 
nnless  its  Tslne  be  stated  and  extra  freight  psid:  The  Bermuda^  23  Blatchf. 
654. 

SxxMFTioN  ntOM  LiABiLTT  VOB  Kboliobncs  bt  Koticb,  ETC. — Pnblis 
policy  forbids  that  a  common  carrier  should  be  allowed  to  contract  for  ex- 
emption from  liability  for  damage  occasioned  by  the  negligence,  wiUfnl  de- 
faalt,  or  tort  of  himself  or  his  servants:  Mcbtle  etc  B.  H.  Co.  v.  ffopibu^  41 
Ala.  486;  94  Am.  Deo.  607;  Pamgylvama  R,  R.  Co,  ▼.  Saiordon^  119  Pa.  St 
£77;  4  Am.  St.  Bep.  670;  Penntylvania  R,  R.  Co,  ▼.  Miller,  87  P&.  St.  395; 
Baltimore  eUu  R,  R,  Co,  ▼.  Sheele,  3  W.  Va.  656;  CarrcU  ▼.  Miewuri  Paaf» 
R*y  Co,,  88  Mo.  239;  Louisville  etc,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Oden,  80  Ala.  38;  Oul/Coh- 
rado  etc  R.  R.  Co.  y,  McGown,  65  Tex.  640;  Bvatuville  etc  R,  R,  Co.  v.  Tonmg, 
28  Ind.  516;  Orogan  r.  Adame  Bxpreee  Co.,  114  Pa.  8t  523;  McFaddeu  ▼• 
ifiMouW  Padfic  R*y  Co.,  92  Mo.  343,  848;  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  721;  nUnoia  efe 
R,  R,  Co.  y,  Adams,  42  111.  474;  92  Am.  Dec.  85;  Seller  ▼.  Pacific  Co,,  1  Or« 
409;  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co,  ▼.  McCloskey,  23  Pa.  St  526;  Branch  v.  Wiimit^ 
Urn  etc  R.  R,  Co,,  88  K.  C.  673;  Southern  Express  Co,  ▼.  Moon,  39  Misa.  822| 
Famham  ▼.  Camden  etc  R,  R,  Co.,  65  Pa.  St  626;  Georgia  R,  R.  Co.  y,  Oamn, 
68  Ga.  860;  Chicago  etc  R.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Moss,  60  Miss.  1003;  Roberts  v.  EOey, 
16  La.  Ann.  103;  77  Am.  Dec.  83;  Oraham  ▼.  Davis,  4  Ohio  St  362;  62  Am. 
Dec.  285,  and  note  294;  Southern  Express  Co.  r,  Purcell,  37  Oa.  103;  92  Am. 
Dee.  53;  Sgtdre  r.  New  Tork  Cent  R,  R,  Co,,  98  Mass.  239;  93  Am.  Dec. 
162,  and  note  167;  Oraee  v.  Adams,  100  Mass.  605;  97  Am.  Deo.  117;  Chicago 
etc  R.  R,  Co,  r,  Abels,  60  Miss.  1017;  Little  Rock  etc  R.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Talbot^  39 
Ark.  625;  Rose  ▼.  Des  Moines  etc  R.  R.  Co,,  39  Iowa,  246;  Ohio  etc  R.  It  Ok 
▼.  SeXby,  47  Ind.  471;  Michigan  etc  R.  R.  Co.  y.  Beaton,  37  Id.  443;  Ooldey 
Y.  Pennsylvania  R,  R.  Co.,  30 Pa.  St  242;  Empire  etc  Co.  ▼.  WamstOta  etc^  Co., 
63  Id.  14;  Ratbroad  Co.  v.  Loehoood,  17  WalL  357;  Bart  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  R, 
Co.,  112  U.  &  331,  838;  Bank  </  Kentucky  v.  Adams  Express  Co.,  93  Id.  174; 
Bhmenthal  y.  Brainerd,  38  Vt.  402;  91  Am.  Dec.  349,  and  note  363;  Levering 
▼.  Union  etc  Co,,  42  Mo.  88;  97  Am.  Dec.  320,  and  note  325.  Kor  may  a  car- 
rier contract  so  as  to  exempt  himself  from  want  of  care:  Indianapolis  etc 
R.  R,  Co,  Y,  Cox,  29  Ind.  360;  95  Am.  Dec.  640.  So  printed  notices,  receipts, 
and  regulations  even,  when  brought  to  shipper's  notice  and  assented  to  by 
him,  will  not  excuse  the  carrier  from  liability  for  a  failure  to  use  ordinary 
care  in  transporting  them:  Mann  y.  Birchard,  40  Vt.  326;  94  Am.  Dec  396^ 
and  note  402;  Adams  Express  Co.  y,  Stettaners,  61  III  184;  14  Am.  Bep.  67; 
Mobile  etc  R,  R,  Co.  y,  Bopldns,  41  Ala.  486;  94  Am.  Dec.  607,  and  cases 
above  cited.  In  some  of  the  New  Tork  cases  it  is  held  that  the  carrier  may, 
by  a  oontract  expressed  in  unequivocal  terms,  even  exonerate  himself  frt>m 
liability  for  gross  negligence:  Maynard  v.  Syracuse  etc  R,  R.  Co.,  71  N.  Y. 
180;  27  Am.  Rep.  28;  Cragin  v.  New  York  etc  R  R,  Co.,  61  N.  Y.  61;  10 
Am.  Rep.  659;  Poucher  v.  New  York  etc  R.  R.  Co.,  49  K.  Y.  263;  10  Am. 
Rep.  364;  Bissell  v.  New  York  etc  R,  R,  Co.,  25  K.  Y.  442 

Notices,  xto.,  as  Making  Contract  in  Favob  or  Cakrisrs  or  Passxn- 
OKBS.  — It  should  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  same  responsibility  does  not 
uttach  to  carriers  of  passengers  as  to  common  carrieis^  exo^t  in  regard  to 


July,  1887.]   Kansas  City  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Rodbbaugh.    727 

baggage;  it  is  only  on  the  ground  of  negligenoe  that  carriers  of  paesengen 
are  held  liable:  2  GreenL  Er.,  13th  ed.,  aeca.  221,  222.  The  law  requires 
that  railroad  companies,  as  carriers  of  passengers,  should  exercise  the  highest 
degree  of  care  and  prudence,  and  they  are  liable  for  the  slightest  neglect: 
Peters  ▼.  Hylanda,  20  Pa.  St  497;  59  Am.  Dec.  746;  OUlenwater  ▼.  Maduan 
etc  RH.  Co.,  6  Ind.  339;  61  Am.  Dec.  101;  Moore  ▼.  Dee  Moinea  etc  R.  R. 
Co.^  69  Iowa,  491.  8o  that,  in  determining  the  right  of  a  carrier  of  passen- 
gers to  exempt  itself  from  liability  by  notice,  words  on  tickets,  eta,  refer* 
enoe  must  always  be  had  to  the  degree  of  responsibility  attaching  to  their 
contract  of  carriage.  It  is  held  in  KenJt  v.  RaUhnore  etc  R,  R,  Cc^  45  Ohio 
Bt  284,  4  Am.  St.  Hep.  539,  that  a  purchaser  of  a  railway  passenger  ticket 
does  not»  by  its  mere  acceptance,  acquiesce  in  and  bind  himself  to  all  the 
terms  and  conditions  printed  thereon,  in  the  absence  of  actual  knowledge  of 
them,  although  he  bought  the  ticket  at  a  rate  reduced  from  the  regular  fare, 
but  at  the  rate  usual  to  the  class  of  passengers  to  which  he  belonged;  and 
there  is  no  irrebutable  presumption  that  one  who  takes  passage  upon  a  limited 
railroad  ticket,  the  limit  of  which  has  expired,  is  informed  of  the  rules  and 
regulations  of  the  company  prohibiting  the  use  of  such  ticket,  by  his  paying 
to  the  oondnotor  of  the  train  the  difference  between  the  redemption  value  of 
the  ticket  and  a  full  fare,  when  no  such  prohibition  appears  upon  the  ticket: 
Arnold  ▼,  Pemuylvama  R,  R.  Co.,  115  Pa.  St.  135;  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  542. 
Though  a  condition  in  a  ticket,  to  which  the  passenger  has  assented,  that  it 
should  not  be  good  for  certain  trains,  does  not  entitle  the  passenger  to  ride 
on  those  trains,  although  subsequent  to  the  purchase  of  the  ticket  the  com- 
pany had  advertised  that  passengers  "  with  tickets  **  might  ride  thereon.  In 
this  case,  the  ticket  was  of  the  special  kind  known  as  "mileage  tickets": 
Dmiap  ▼.  Korthem  Padjie  R,  R.  Co.,  35  Minn.  203;  Howard  ▼.  Chicago  etc 
R.  R,  Co.,  61  Miss.  194.  It  is  held  in  Kew  York  that  a  carrier  of  passengers 
may  limit  the  time  upon  its  ticket  within  which  it  may  be  nsed,  and  may  also 
specify  thereon  that  the  trip  shall  be  continuous,  and  that  such  provision  on 
the  ticket  is  evidence  of  a  contract  to  that  effect:  Rarker  v.  Cq/Un,  31  Barb. 
656.  So  a  purchaser  of  a  railroad  ticket,  who  accepts  and  uses  the  same^  is 
bound  by  a  condition  printed  thereon  that  it  is  good  "  for  a  continuous  trip 
only,"  and  "is  not  good  to  stop  off":  Johnson  v.  Philadelphia  etc  R.  R,  Co.t 
63  Md.  106;  see  also  Pennington  v.  PlaLadeiphia  etc  R.  R.  Co.,  62  Id.  95.  In 
this  last  case  the  court  said:  "A  passenger  has  the  right  to  be  conveyed  in 
the  cars  of  a  railroad  company  without  making  any  special  contract  for  trans- 
portation. •  ...  It  is  competent  to  vary  these  obligations  by  a  special  agree- 
ment on  valuable  consideration  between  the  passenger  and  the  company. 
....  The  mere  purchase  of  a  ticket  does  not  constitute  a  contract.  Be- 
fore the  ordinary  liability  of  the  railroad  company  can  be  varied,  there  must 
be  a  consent  of  the  passenger,  founded  on  a  valuable  consideration.  The 
ticket  ordinarily  is  only  a  token  showing  that  the  passenger  has  paid  his 
fare;  but  where  the  ticket  is  sold  at  less  than  the  usual  rates,  on  the  condi- 
tion that  it  shall  not  be  used  after  a  limited  time,  if  the  passenger  accepts 
and  nses  the  ticket,  he  makes  a  contract  with  the  company  according  to  the 
terms  stated,  and  the  reduction  in  his  fare  is  the  consideration  for  his  con- 
tract. ....  The  railroad  company  agrees  to  carry  him  at  the  reduced  rate 
npon  the  conditions  stated  on  the  face  of  the  ticket.  If  he  agrees  to  those 
terms,  the  contract  is  consummated."  But  the  rule  in  Pennsylvania  is  limited, 
aanoe  it  is  there  held  that  general  public  notice  given  in  the  ticket-office,  and 
by  posters,  circulars,  etc.,  of  the  regulations  of  a  railroad  company,  relating 
to  tiie  length  of  time  for  which  excursion  tickets  could  be  used  and  remain 
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good,  IB  not  admissible  to  show  actual  knowledge  of  snch  r^golatioa  by  the 
purchaser,  in  the  absence  of  any  notice  on  the  ticket  itself:  Petmsybfoada 
R.  R  Co,  V,  SpUher,  105  Pa.  St.  142.  Bat  see  Lake  Short  He.  i?>  Gx  ▼. 
Botetmweig,  113  Id.  619,  where  it  is  said  that  "the  plaintiff's  ticket  was  evi- 
dence of  the  payment  of  his  fare,  and  of  his  right  to  be  carried  according  to 
its  terms.  It  did  not  express  the  whole  contract  What  it  does  not  aet 
forth  may  be  ascertained  from  the  reasonable  roles  and  regnlationa  of  the  de- 
fendant; and  the  holder  of  the  ticket  is  bound  to  inform  himaelf  of  snch 
regulations  respecting  the  conduct  of  trains  and  the  rights  of  passengers.  ** 

KoTicxfl,  Era,  Rbsftbictino  Liabiutt  or  Carrieim  or  Passsnoebs  worn 
ToBT  OR  NKQLiaBNCX.  — A  railroad  company  cannot  contract  for  ezemptifln 
from  liability  to  a  passenger  for  damage  resulting  from  its  own  willful  misoon- 
duct,  or  that  degree  of  recklessness  which  is  its  equivalent:  Perhin»  ▼.  Nem 
York  Central  B,  B.  C(k,  24  N.  T.  196;  S2  Am.  Dec  282,  and  note  290.     So  a 
person  riding  free,  and  in  baggage-car  of  train,  with  knowledge  of  the  ooo- 
ductor,  is  not,  by  reason  of  such  facts,  precluded  from  recovering  for  an  in- 
jury caused  by  a  collision,  even  though  he  might  not  or  would  not  have  been 
injured  had  he  remained  in  the  passenger-car:   WoBhhum  v.  KaakaUe  etc 
E,  R,  Co,,  3  Head,  638;  75  Am.  Deo.  784.    The  rule  that  a  common  carrier 
csnnot  exempt  himself  by  special  contract  from  liability  for  tort  or  negli- 
gence of  himself  or  his  servants  applies  where  he  undertakes  to  transport 
passengers  gratuitously  on  a  ticket  which  contains  a  stipulation  that,  in  con- 
sideration of  such  free  passage,  the  passenger  assumes  all  risk  of  accident^ 
aud  a^Tcc-  t'at  the  carrier  shall  not  be  liable  therefor,  whether  resulting 
from  negligeaco  of  its  servants  or  otherwise:  Pennsylvania  R,  R.  Co,  y.  Mo- 
Closkey,  23  Pa.  St.  632;  lUinma  etc  R,  R.  Co.  v.  Read,  37  IlL  484;  Prince  v. 
International  etc  R.  R.  Co,,  64  Tex.  144;  MobOe  etc  R.  R,  Co.  v.  HopHns,  41 
Ala.  489;  94  Am.  Dec.  GOT;  Jacobus  v.  8L  Paul  etc.  R.  R,  Co.,  20  Minn.  125; 
Indiana  etc  R.  R  Co.  v.  Mendy,  21  Ind.  48;  Oulf  Colorado  etc  R,  R.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Gown,  65  Tex.  640;  but  see  Annas  v.  MUwauhee  etc  R.  R.  Co.,  07  Wis.  46;  57 
Am.  Ilep.  388,  and  note;   WelUy.  Neto  York  etc  R,  R,  Co.,  24  N.  Y.  181;  j^ts- 
ney  v.  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  34  N.  J.  L.  513.    But  the  case  of  NoUon  v.  Western 
R.  R.  Corp.,  15  N.  Y.  444,  69  Am.  Dec.  623,  limits  the  liability  to  coses  where 
the  injuries  are  sustained  by  the  passenger  without  his  own  fault,  and  through 
culpable  ncgligeuco  of  the  company,  and  puts  the  liability,  not  upon  the  con- 
tract, but  upon  the  public  duty  of  the  company  to  furnish  its  passengers  safe 
carria;^j.    It  was  decided  as  late  as  1885,  in  Missouri,  that  a  drover  riding  on 
a  free  in^i  to  take  care  of  his  stock  may  recover  for  injury  sustained  by  the 
carrier's  negligence,  although  the  pass  provided  tliat  he  took  his  own  risk  of 
personal  injury  from  any  cause  whatever,  aud  he  signed  a  release  to  that 
eflfect:  Carroll  v.  Missouri  R'y  Co.,  88  Mo.  239;  57  Am.  Rep.  382,  and  note 
388,  where  the  points  involved  are  considered  in  extenso,  and  the  editor 
arrives  at  the  same  conclusion,  evidently,  as  in  the  Carroll  case.     But  the 
contra  is  held  in  New  York,  however,  and  in  a  case  whore  the  plaintiff  shipped 
his  cattle  under  an  agreement  that  carriage  for  himself  should  be  free,  an. I 
in  pursuance  thereof  received  a  drover's  pass,  which  provided  that  its  ac- 
ceptance should  be  considered  "a  waiver  of  all  claims  against  the  companj 
for  personal  injury  received  wheu  on  the  above  train,*'  and  he  was  injured 
by  the  negligence  of  defendant's  servant,  it  was  held  that  no  liability  at- 
tached: Poucher  v.  New  York  etc  R,  R.  Co.,  49  N.  Y.  2G3;  10  Am.  Rep.  364^ 
and  note  366;  see  also  Grisioold  v.  New  Yoj'k  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  53  Conn.  371;  55 
Am.  Rep.  115.    And  it  was  decided  in  Perkins  v.  New  Yoi'k  etc,  R,  R,  Cdl,  24 
N.  Y.  196,  82  Am.  Dec.  282,  and  note  290,  that  a  railroad  company  may, 
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by  oontnct^  eorempt  itself  from  liability  to  a  grataitons  paiBenger  for  any 
degree  of  negligence  in  its  servants  or  agents,  other  than  its  directors  or 
managing  officers,  who  are  to  be  considered  as  identical  with  the  company 
itself. 

Upon  Whom  Burdbt  or  Pboof  to  Show  Notice,  era,  Risxs.  —  "In 
oyery  case  of  pnblio  notice  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  carrier  to  show  that 
the  person  with  whom  he  deals  is  fnlly  informed  of  its  tenor  and  extent; 
•  •  •  .  and  in  an  action  against  a  carrier,  the  defendant  most  satisfy  the  jury 
that  the  notice  was  actaally  communicated  to  the  plaintiff.  If  it  was  posted 
up  or  advertised  in  a  newspaper,  it  must  appear  that  he  read  it.  In  the 
latter  case,  the  advertisement  affords  no  ground  for  an  inference  of  notice, 
unless  it  be  proved  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  habit  of  taking  or  reading 
the  newspaper  in  which  it  was  inserted,  and  even  then  the  jury  are  not  bound 
to  find  the  fact":  2  GreenL  £v.,  13th  ed.,  sec.  216.  So  the  burden  of  proof 
is  on  the  carrier  to  show  the  agreement:  BaUimore  and  Ohio  R.  R,  Co,  v. 
CkanjIbtU,  36  Ohio  St  617;  38  Am.  Rep.  C17.  And  the  burden  is  upon  the 
carrier  notwithstanding  an  exception  exemptiDg  him  from  liability  for  loss  by 
fire,  to  show  that  the  accident  did  not  occur  through  any  fault  or  negligence 
on  his  part  or  on  the  part  of  his  agents  or  employees:  Levering  ▼.  Union 
Transp,  tic.  Co^  42  Mo.  88;  97  Am.  Dec.  320,  and  note  325.  The  rule  on 
this  point  is  stated  as  follows  in  Pennsylvania  R,  R.  Co,  v.  Rahrdon,  119  Fa. 
St.  677,  4  Am-  St.  Rep.  670:  "At  common  law,  if  property  was  lost  or 
injured  while  in  the  hands  of  the  carrier,  the  burden  of  proof  was  on  the 
carrier  to  show  the  existence  of  such  circumstances  as  were  sufficient  to  ex- 
cuse him  from  liability.  Such  is  still  the  general  rulo;  but  when  a  special 
contract  is  entered  into  between  the  shipper  and  the  carrier,  the  contract 
takes  the  place  of  the  common-law  rule,  and  fixes  the  liability  of  the  carrier." 

Neolect  OB  Failubb  to  Rbad  Notice,  Exa — The  fact  that  consignor 
did  not  read  bill  of  lading  delivered  to  hini,  which  contained  restrictions  of 
the  carrier's  liability,  does  not,  in  those  states  where  such  restriction  may  be 
BO  imposed,  prevent  his  being  bound  by  its  terms,  if  there  was  no  fraud  prac- 
ticed upon  him:  McMUkm  v.  S,  <Sf  N.  I,  R.  R,  Co.,  10  Mich.  79;  93  Am.  Dec 
208,  and  note  227;  ^roesv.  Adams,  100  Mass.  505;  97  Am.  Dec.  117;  SUer9 
▼.  Liverpool,  N,  T.,  A  P.  Steamship  Co.,  67  N.  Y.  1,  6;  15  Am.  Rep.  453. 


Atchison,  Topbka,  and  Santa  Fe  Railroad  Com- 
pany V.  Sadler. 

[38  Kansas,  128.] 

Verdict  will  not  bb  Disturbed  where  the  record  shows  that  the  questions 
in  issue  were  fairly  presented  upon  the  trial,  that  substantial  justice  has 
been  done,  and  it  also  appears  that  the  instructious  of  the  court  and  the 
general  verdict  are  characterized  by  an  absence  of  passion  and  prejudice, 
unless  there  are  such  grave  and  material  errors  as  absolutely  compel  a 
reversal. 

Evidence.  —  In  Action  against  Employer  for  Injury  Causbd  Em- 
AiOTSB  in  using  defective  tool,  fellow-workmen  may  testify  to  the 
aotoal  condition  of  such  tool,  describing  its  defects;  also  that  they  had 
worked  with  it,  and  that  it  was  unsafe  at  the  time  of  the  accident. 
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EtXDINCS.  — KhOWLEDOB  BT  ExPLOTKR  Ot  UkSAFE  C02n>ITI0H  or  DBFEOnVB 

Tool,  causing  injory  to  employee,  may  be  proven  by  the  testimony  of  a 
feUow-workman  that  he  had  told  the  foreman  having  charge  of  the  work 
that  the  tool  was  unsafe. 

EiiPLOTnt — Pbomiss  to  Fubsish  New  Tools  vs  Flags  or  Dsfbctits 
Onb — KiQUOXNCK.  —  Where  a  railroad  company  had  knowledge  tiiat 
tools  in  nse  by  its  workmen  were  defective,  and  through  its  foreman 
promised  to  famish  them  new  ones,  an  individnal  employee  in  whose 
presence  and  hearing  the  promise  is  made  has  a  right  to  rely  thereon, 
and  is  entitled  to  its  benefit.  In  such  case,  if  a  reiaooable  time  has 
expired  within  which  new  and  perfect  tools  ought  to  have  been  for- 
nished,  permitting  their  continued  use  is  gross  negligence^  and  employee 
injured  in  using  them  may  recover  therefor. 

iMRBUonoiiS  AvroBD  No  Obouhd  or  CoicrLADiT,  where,  taking  them  sH 
together,  they  so  fairly  present  the  question  invdved  that  the  jury  coold 
not  be  misled,  although  some  of  the  instructions  may  by  themselves  be 
subject  to  criticism. 

Cfearge  R.  Peek^  A.  A.  Hurd^  and  J.  O.  Egan^  for  the  plain- 
tiff in  error. 

A.  Smith  Devenneyj  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

SoiPSONy  C.    The  material  facts  as  found  hy  the  jury  in 
answer  to  special  interrogatories  submitted  by  both  parties^ 
and  firom  the  evidence,  are  as  follows:  William  Sadler,  a  young 
man,  on  the  thirty-first  day  of  Ifarch,  1885,  was  employed  by 
the  AtchisoD,  Topeka,  and  Santa  Fe  Railroad  Company  as  a 
section-hand  on  section  No.  5,  iu  Johnson  County,  at  the  rate 
of  $1.10  per  day.    He  was  employed  by  the  foreman,  who  had 
authority  from  the  company  to  employ  and  discharge  section- 
men,  and  he  worked  under  the  authority  and  direction  of 
such  foreman.    Sadler  continued  in  the  employment  of  the 
company  until  some  time  in  the  month  of  June,  when  he 
was  ordered  by  the  foreman   to  use  the  spike-maul    and 
drive  spikes.    Sadler  objected  to  this  class  of  work,  and  in- 
formed the  foreman  of  his  inexperience,  but  he  was  compelled 
to  work  with  the  spike-maul  for  more  than  an  hour  on  that 
day,  and  on  the  next  day  he  worked  an  hour  in  the  forenoon 
and  until  about  four  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  when  a  spike 
flew  from  under  the  maul  when  it  struck  the  spike,  and  struck 
Sadler  on  the  left  leg,  cut  the  flesh,  and  fractured  the  bone; 
the  wound  bled  profusely,  and  produced  much  pain.     Two 
weeks  before  this  time,  Burkett  and  Ball,  two  of  the  section- 
men,  in  the  presence  of  Sadler  had  complained  to  the  foreman 
of  the  defective  and  unsafe  condition  of  the  tool,  and  the  fore- 
man told  them  that  the  company  had  promised  him  new  tools 
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for  the  sectioD,  but  that  they  had  not  come  yet.  The  section- 
gang  were  engaged  in  taking  up  old  rails  and  replacing  them 
with  new  ones,  and  the  old  spikes  were  used  in  fastening  the 
new  rails.  The  spike-maul  used  by  Sadler  was  an  old  one, 
worn  on  the  face,  and  at  one  fiide  of  the  face  were  '' chipped '^ 
pieces,  or  a  piece  broken  out.  The  spike  was  an  old  and  greasy 
iron  one,  about  five  inches  in  length,  with  about  a  half-inch 
bent  at  the  top,  and  very  rusty.  Sadler  struck  the  spike  with 
the  maul,  and  the  spike  flew  from  under  the  blow  and  struck 
him  on  the  leg.  When  he  commenced  to  work  he  looked  for 
a  moment  at  the  maul,  when  the  foreman  called  out  to  him  in 
a  loud  voice,  "Hurry  up;  everything  is  all  right";  and  he 
immediately  went  to  work.  Immediately  after  the  injury 
Sadler's  attention  was  called  to  the  condition  of  the  maul  by 
Burkett,  a  fellow-workman,  and  they  examined  it  and  found 
that  it  was  not  only  worn  out,  but  was  badly  rounded  and 
chipped  off  from  the  face.  He  worked  for  two  days  after  the 
injury,  driving  spikes,  and  thinking  the  injury  was  not  serious, 
when  the  swelling  of  the  limb  and  the  pain  compelled  him  to 
quit,  and  place  himself  in  the  charge  of  a  physician. 

Sadler  testified  at  the  trial  that  he  had  attempted  to  exam- 
ine the  maul  before  he  went  to  work  with  it;  that  he  "  took 
it  up  in  this  shape  "  (illustrating),  and  was  looking  at  it;  that 
he  saw  the  edge  was  a  little  rounding,  when  the  foreman 
halloed  out  to  "Hurry  up;  everything  is  all  right";  that  he 
then  went  on  without  further  examination;  that  it  was  the 
Bame  maul  which  he  had  used  in  the  forenoon,  and  used  in 
the  afternoon  from  ten  o'clock  until  he  was  injured,  "along 
in  the  evening."  The  jury,  in  answer  to  a  special  interrog- 
atory, found  that  the  plaintiff  below  knew  prior  to  the  accident 
that  the  maul  which  he  was  using  was  defective,  on  account 
of  having  been  worn  around  the  edges,  and  on  account  of  hav- 
ing a  small  piece  chipped  out  of  the  face  of  the  maul.  They 
also  found  that  the  plaintiff  below  knew  at  the  time  he  was 
hurt  that  the  spike  he  was  attempting  to  drive  was  old,  rusty, 
and  greasy.  There  is  no  complaint  or  allegation  in  the  petition 
of  the  defendant  in  error  that  the  injury  was  occasioned  by 
the  defective  condition  of  the  spike.  He  bases  his  right  to 
damages  upon  the  defective  condition  of  the  maul.  There 
were  eight  mauls  among  the  tools  which  were  for  the  use  of 
this  gang  of  section-men;  and  the  jury  found  that  there  were 
four  mauls  in  use  at  the  time  the  injury  occurred.  The  find- 
ings of  the  jury  may  be  formulated  as  follows:  — 
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1.  The  foreman  knew  that  the  maul  need  by  Sadler  waa  de- 
fective. 

2.  The  foreman  had  promised  the  section-gang,  in  the  pres- 
ence and  hearing  of  Sadler,  to  furnish  new  and  perfect  mania. 

3.  Sadler  attempted  to  examine  the  maul  before  be  used  it, 
but  was  commanded  by  the  foreman  to  *^  Hurry  up;  everything 
was  all  right." 

4.  Sadler  was  inexperienced  in  the  use  of  a  maul,  and  in 
driving  spikes,  and  so  informed  the  foreman  before  he  com- 
menced to  use  the  maul. 

5.  The  foreman  gave  him  no  instructions  as  to  its  use,  eo  as 
to  prevent  injury. 

6.  Sadler  was  not  guilty  of  any  fault,  negligence,  or  want  of 
ordinary  care  contributing  to  the  injury. 

7.  The  railroad  company  was  guilty  of  negligence  and  want 
of  ordinary  care  in  furnishing  defective  tools  and  compelling 
their  use. 

This  case  was  tried  by  a  jury,  with  great  skill  and  ability 
on  both  sides,  and  every  possible  question  that  could  be  raised 
on  the  state  of  facts  is  presented  in  this  record.  We  want  to 
say  in  a  general  way  that  we  are  impressed  with  the  unusual 
fairness  of  the  trial  for  a  case  of  this  character.  The  general 
instructions  of  the  court,  and  the  general  verdict  of  the  jury, 
as  well  as  their  answers  to  the  special  interrogatories  submit- 
ted by  both  sides,  are  all  characterized  by  an  absence  of  pas- 
sion and  prejudice,  and  a  liberal  regard  for  the  rights  of  all, 
so  much  to  be  desired  in  judicial  investigation.  We  shall 
not  disturb  a  verdict  arrived  at  by  such  means,  unless  there 
are  such  grave  and  material  errors  as  absolutely  compel  a 
reversal. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiflF  in  error  complain  of  the  admis- 
sion of  the  testimony  of  Burkett;  and  they  say  that  he  was 
permitted  to  give  his  opinion  that  the  spike-maul  in  use  on  the 
section  at  the  time  of  the  accident  to  Sadler  was  unsafe.  They 
also  complain  that  the  same  testimony  was  given  by  the  wit- 
ness Weber,  over  their  objection.  Both  of  these  witnesses  be- 
longed to  the  section-gang;  they  both  testified  that  thc\'  had 
worked  with  the  mauls;  they  both  described  the  condition  of 
the  maul  used  by  Sadler  at  the  time  of  the  injury,  describing 
its  defects,  and  stating  that  it  was  unsafe.  We  can  see  no 
objection  to  this.  If  it  was  expert  evidence,  the  witnesses  had 
qualified  themselves  for  the  expression  of  opinion.  They  stated 
to  the  jury  the  actual  condition  of  the  maul,  and  on  their 
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statement  the  ordinary,  common  knowledge  of  the  jury  would 
authorize  the  conclusion  that  the  maul  was  unsafe.  The  tes- 
timony of  the  witness  Burkett,  that  he  told  the  foreman  that 
the  tools  were  unsafe,  was  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  prov- 
ing the  knowledge  of  the  company  of  the  defective  condition 
of  the  maul,  if  for  no  other  purpose.  This  was  one  of  the 
material  facts  which  the  plaintiff  had  to  establish,  and  it 
could  be  brought  to  the  knowledge  of  the  company  in  that 
manner.  We  see  no  objection  to  it.  There  is  no  doubt  on  the 
evidence  but  that  the  company  knew  that  the  maul  was  de- 
fective, and  through  the  foreman  had  promised  to  furnish  the 
gang  new  tools.  This  promise  was  made  in  the  presence  and 
hearing  of  Sadler;  and  we  think  he  had  a  right  to  rely  on  it 
under  the  particular  circumstances  of  the  case.  He  would 
certainly  be  bound  by  any  general  orders  or  directions  given 
by  the  foreman  to  the  gang  of  men  with  whom  he  was  asso- 
ciated in  work  on  the  section:  Union  Pacific  Ry  Co.  v.  Fray^ 
81  Ean.  739.  And  he  ought  to  have  the  benefit  of  any  prom- 
ise made  by  the  foreman  to  the  men  with  whom  he  was  asso- 
ciated: 2  Thompson  on  Negligence,  1017;  Perry  v.  RicketU^  55 
HI.  234;  Parody  v.  Chicago  etc,  Ry  Co.^  5  McCrary,  88.  A  suf- 
ficient time  had  elapsed  since  the  attention  of  the  foreman 
bad  been  called  to  the  defective  condition  of  the  mauls  in  use 
on  the  section,  for  the  company  to  furnish  new  and  perfect 
tools  when  this  injury  occurred;  and  no  attempt  is  made  to 
explain  the  delay,  or  to  show  that  any  steps  had  been  taken  to 
replace  the  mauls.  After  the  defects  of  the  tools  have  been 
called  to  the  attention  of  the  company,  and  a  reasonable  time 
has  expired  within  which  the  company  ought  to  have  furnished 
new  or  perfect  tools,  their  continued  use  is  gross  negligence: 
Perry  v.  Sichetts^  supra. 

It  is  highly  probable  that  some  of  the  instructions  are  sub- 
ject to  criticism,  but  taking  them  altogether,  they  so  fisdrly 
present  the  questions  raised  on  both  sides  that  it  is  almost 
impossible  that  the  jury  could  be  misled  by  them  to  the  preju- 
dice of  the  plaintiff  in  error.  Taking  all  the  droumstances 
and  facts  of  the  case  into  consideration, — the  inexperience  of 
the  defendant  in  error  in  this  particular  line  of  work;  his  no- 
tice to  the  foreman  in  that  respect;  the  fact  that  he  was  re- 
quired to  work  with  a  defective  tool;  that  he  had  no  sufficient 
opportunity  to  examine  it;  that  his  attempt  to  do  so  was  in- 
terrupted by  the  foreman  by  a  command  to  ''Hurry  up,** 
coupled  witih  an  assurance  that  ''everything  was  all  right"; 
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the  neglect  of  the  companyi  for  more  than  a  reasonable  length 
of  time,  to  famish  new  tools,  after  repeated  warnings  that  those 
in  use  were  defective;  the  freedom  of  the  jury  from  passion  or 
prejudice;  the  evident  desire  of  the  court  to  fully  and  fairly 
instruct  on  all  material  questions;  the  verdict  of  the  jury  and 
its  approval  by  the  trial  court  on  the  motion  for  a  new  trial, — 
we  are  disposed  to  think  that  substantial  justice  has  been  done, 
and  no  error  committed  that  ought,  in  the  interests  of  justice 
and  the  due  administration  of  the  law,  to  compel  a  new  tiiaL 
It  is  recommended  that  the  judgment  be  affirmed. 

By  the  Coubt.    It  is  so  ordered. 


Viaivior  wnx  vor  bx  Dibtubbkd  ukless  Clsablt  Eaaoiriooss  Sea  Mmm 
V.  8ttm^  S  Am.  8t.  Bap.  77,  and  nota;  ReUey  ▼.  ffaifme$,  poBi,  p.  737t  and 
nota. 

IivsrauonoNS  Which,  as  a  Whole,  Propkblt  Prise29t  thb  Law,  wiQ 
not  bo  ground  for  raversal  becansa  portions  thaieof  ara  by  thamselvaa  aabjael 
to  oriticiam:  Saa  Lcmg  ▼.  Staief  ante,  p.  824. 

SnTAHT  CowTUiuwQ  nr  Ssryiob  of  Maotsk  on  LAxrxa's  PaomsB  lo 
RsFAnt  dafaotiTa  machinary  is  not  guilty  of  oontribototy  nQgUgaiioas  Saa 
Jmdkmapoik  cte.  B*y  Co*  ▼.  WaUon^  omU,  p.  579,  and  nota. 
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Kaauomoi.  —  Oms  Who  Skis  out  a  Fibb  upon  hu  Owh  Lasb  b 
LiABLi  for  an  injury  dona  by  its  commnnication  to  tha  property  of  an- 
other, only  where  he  is  negligent  in  setting  oat  the  fire,  or  in  not  pra- 
▼enting  it  from  spreading  ontside  his  own  land;  nor  is  negliganoe  to  be 
imputed  to  him  because  he  did  not  anticipate  a  little  whirlwind  whidi 
arose  suddenly,  and  carried  the  fire  beyond  his  oontroL 

If  Onx  18  Gun/rr  of  Keguoxncb  in  Sxttino  out  Fnu^  ob  in  mi 
Attxicfted  Control  of  It,  it  is  immaterial  whether  he  waa  diligent 
or  negligent  in  attempting  to  save  the  destroyed  property  by  back- 
firing, if  in  any  event  such  property  would  have  been  destroyed. 

Axoboitoh  Instbuction  is  not  Entibblt  Plain  ob  UNAMBxauoua^  yet  if 
the  rule  of  law  attempted  to  be  stated  is  made  clear  by  the  jnsftnictks 
immediately  following,  there  is  no  ground  for  reveraaL 

Joh^  T,  Bradley  J  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

A.  H.  Casey  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Holt,  C.  In  March,  1885,  the  defendant  in  error,  who  was 
also  defendant  below,  set  fire  to  some  corn-stalks  in  his  in- 
closed  field,  which  escaped  and  swept  over  to  the  meadow  of 
the  plaintiff,  toward  his  stacks;  the  defendant,  going  into  the 
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meadowi  set  a  back-fire  to  protect  plaintiff's  stacks,  but  the 
fire  escaping  from  bim  burned  them;  either  the  back-fire  or 
the  original  fire  burned  up  the  fence-posts  of  the  plaintiff.  He 
brought  his  action  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  upon  ap- 
peal it  was  tried  in  the  Pottawatomie  district  court,  at  the 
October  term,  1885,  by  a  jury;  verdict  for  defendant,  and 
judgment  rendered  thereon.  Plaintiff  brings  the  case  here, 
and  in  his  brief  his  complaint  is  of  the  instructions  of  the 
coart  The  court,  in  substance,  instructed  that  before  plain- 
tiff could  recover  he  must  show  by  a  preponderance  of  the 
evidence  that  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  negligence  in  setting 
out  the  fire,  or  in  not  preventing  it  from  spreading  beyond  his 
own  land.  The  court  defined  the  degree  of  negligence  that 
must  exist  as  ordinary  negligence,  being  an  absence  or  want 
of  that  degree  of  care  which  men  of  common  prudence  gen- 
erally exercise  in  their  own  affairs. 

The  plaintiff  contends  that  because  fire  is  a  dangerous  ele- 
ment, any  one  using  it  must  exercise  extraordinary  care  in  its 
use.  We  do  not  think  his  contention  is  correct.  We  believe 
that  it  is  only  necessary  for  the  defendant  to  use  ordinary  care 
in  setting  out  the  fire  within  his  own  inclosure,  and  in  pre- 
venting its  escape  to  the  land  of  others.  Of  course  each  case 
of  this  kind  is  to  be  determined  to  a  great  extent  upon  its  own 
peculiar  circumstances,  and  the  acts  which  might  be  proper 
care  in  one  case,  in  another  case,  under  different  circumstances, 
might  not  be  sufficient.  To  that  extent  only,  the  question  of 
negligence  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury,  the  measure  of 
negligence  or  prudence  first  being  defined  by  the  court. 

In  this  particular  case  the  defendant  was  burning  off  his 
lot,  and  preparing  it  for  cultivation,  and  set  the  fire  upon  a 
calm  morning;  after  the  fire  had  started,  the  wind  veered,  and 
there  were  puffs  of  wind  and  a  little  whirlwind  which  carried 
the  fire  beyond  his  control.  It  could  not  be  imputed  to  the 
defendant  for  negligence,  because  he  did  not  anticipate  such  a 
change  of  the  wind. 

The  plaintiff  further  complains  of  the  following  instruction: 
*'If,  however,  you  find  from  the  evidence  that  the  original  fire, 
set  out  by  the  defendant  for  the  purpose  of  burning  stalks  on 
his  own  land,  would,  in  any  event,  certainly  have  caused  the 
burning  of  the  hay-stacks  and  posts  of  the  plaintiff,  then  it  is 
wholly  immaterial  that  the  defendant  undertook  to  protect 
the  hay-stack  by  back-firing,  and  failed  in  the  attempt  by 
negligence  or  otherwise.    In  such  case,  you  need  only  inquire 
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whether  the  defendant  was  gaSlty  of  negligence  in  setting  out 
the  original  fire,  or  in  not  preventing  it  from  spreading  beyond 
his  own  land;  and  if  you  should  find  from  the  evidence  thai 
he  was  not  guilty  of  such  negligence,  you  will  find  for  the  de- 
fendant'' 

It  restricts  the  finding  in  favor  of  plaintiff  to  the  negligence 
of  the  defendant  in  setting  out  the  original  fire,  or  in  not  pre- 
venting it  from  spreading  from  his  own  land,  provided  that 
in  any  event  the  fire  first  set  out  would  have  destroyed  the 
property  of  plaintiff  without  any  reference  to  the  attempt  of 
defendant  to  protect  the  stacks  by  back-firing.  It  provides 
that  if  he  negligently  set  out  the  fire,  or  if  he  set  it  out  prop- 
erly and  negligently  allowed  it  to  escape  from  his  control, 
then  in  any  event  the  defendant  would  be  liable.  In  other 
words,  if  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  negligence  in  setting  out 
the  fire,  or  in  his  attempted  control  of  it,  and  the  &re  would 
have  surely  burned  the  stacks  of  the  plaintiff  anyhow,  it  was 
immaterial  whether  he  was  diligent  or  negligent  in  attempt- 
ing to  save  the  property  by  back-firing,  for  the  reason  that  in 
any  event  such  property  would  have  been  destroyed.  We 
perceive  no  error  in  this  instruction  prejudicial  to  the  plain- 
tiff! 

Instruction  No.  5  was  as  follows:  ^^If  the  fire  originally  set 
out  in  defendant's  corn-stalks  had  spread  from  the  defendant's 
land,  and  was  continuing  to  spread  so  as  in  all  probability  to 
endanger  the  hay-stacks  of  the  plaintiff,  then  the  defendant 
had  a  right  to  set  out  a  fire  on  the  land  of  plaintiff  to  protect 
such  hay-stacks  by  back-firing;  and  if  the  hay-stacks  were 
destroyed  by  such  back-fire  so  set  by  defendant,  the  defend- 
ant would  not  be  liable  therefor  if  he  exercised  that  degree  of 
care  which  ought  reasonably  to  have  been  used  under  the  cir- 
cumstances." 

This  is  the  most  serious  question  for  consideration  in  this 
case.  The  plaintiff  claims  that  it  authorizes  the  jury  to  find 
a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  even  though  the  defendant  was 
negligent  in  setting  out  the  fire,  or  permitting  it  to  escape  be- 
yond his  land,  if  afterward  he  exercised  due  care  in  setting 
out  the  back-fire.  If  the  instruction  necessarily  bears  this 
construction,  it  is  erroneous;  but  does  it  mean  what  the  plain- 
tiff claims?  It  does  not  say  so  in  plain  terms.  If  it  is  in- 
ferred, it  is  an  inference  that  does  not  necessarily  arise  from 
the  language  of  the  instruction.  The  instruction  might  be 
held  to  mean  that  he  would  not  be  liable  for  the  destnictiaD 
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of  the  hay-stacks  by  the  back-fire,  if  he  exercised  reasonable 
diligence  in  setting  it  out.  The  most  we  feel  like  saying  is, 
that  the  instmction  was  not  as  plain  and  unambiguoas  as  it 
might  have  been.  Moreover,  the  instmction  immediately  toh 
lowing  this  lays  down  the  rule  very  clearly  in  regard  to  the 
measure  of  cate  required,  wherein  it  provides  that  either  negli- 
gence in  setting  out  the  fire,  or  allowing  it  to  escape,  was  suf- 
ficient each  of  itself  to  sustain  an  action  against  defendant. 
The  testimony  brought  here  seems  to  fairly  show  that  the  de- 
fendant exercised  ordinary  care  ii^  setting  out  the  fire;  did 
what  he  possibly  could  in  preventing  its  escape  and  spread 
upon  the  land  of  plaintifi^,  and  then,  after  consulting  with 
others  whom  he  called  to  his  aid  to  protect  the  property  of 
plaintiff,  pursued  what  seemed  to  them  all  the  best  policy,  in 
attempting  to  save  the  stacks  by  back-firing. 

We  perceive  no  material  error  in  the  instmotionB  of  the 
oourt.  These  are  the  sole  errors  complained  o^  and  tfaerafiore 
we  recommend  an  affirmance  of  the  judgment. 

By  the  Ck>i7BT.    It  is  so  ordered. 

AMMOuxnr  iv  iHstmronoH  n  Cubsd  bt  Skaxsmimt  ov  Couunr  Buls 
in  ttnother  Initraotioa:  8m  note  to  Harm  ▼.  State,  SI  Am.  Dm.  SOS  •!  Mq.; 
Krogg  ▼.  Stale,  4  Am.  8t.  B«p.  79. 

LUBILIT7  OF  Om  Sbttdio  Fna  oh  his  Lakd  job  Isjukxm  nom  Com* 
wimuaiDV  of  fin  to  pramiMs  of  ofiieni:  8m  Bifom  ▼.  Oemtrai  B.  B.  Co.,  91 
Am.  Dm.  40»  tad  Boto.  VHiflM  wgeAM  from  » loMmotiTo  mI  fin  to  gnwi, 
and  the  fire  ipiMd  to  adjoining  proporty  and  oanaad  dam^^  tha  lailroad 
oompany  waa  hold  liable:  Poeppen  ▼•  Mo.  etc  B^y  Co,,  29  Am.  Bep.  618.  In 
Hoag  ▼.  Laie  Shore  etc  Itff  Co.,  ^  Id.  663,  whore  plaintiff 'e  Iroildin^i  wera 
four  hundred  feet  distant^  it  wm  bald  that  the  damage  wm  too  nmota.  In 
LdOgk  r.  i?.  JK.a.T.  JrdireeiH86Id.6M^aeaM8imi]artotiialaal^itVM 
held  ta  be  •  qiaation  of  laot  wliather  dafndant'a  n$ffigfiDa^  waa  the  pcaod* 
mate  oaoM  of  the  injnzy. 


Bbilby  V.  Haynbs. 

ia8KAVaA8,2BB.J 

SvLBnv  MAT  BS  MuHTAZiisD  AQAIK8T  Shxbov  who  holda  pruportj  b> 
▼irtne  of  a  writ  in  another  action  of  replerin  then  f^'W^g  and  vndo- 
termined,  and  alM  againat  the  plaintiff  in  anch  aait^  where  the  plaintiff 
in  the  latter  anit  la  not  a  party  to  the  first 

Fdiduio  of  Jubt  will  vor  bb  Rbvubwbd  if  there  is  any  evidaooe  to  aap^ 
port  it. 

XTTDBNOB.  —  DaOLABlTIONI  BT  A  PaBTT  T9  FOBBM— IOB  OF  FlBSOHAL  PbOF- 

BBTT  AS  TO  OwHBBsmp  THBBBOF,  aooompanying  aome  prine^pal  fiMt 
which  they  mtto  to  explain  and  qualify,  are  aometiaMa  aaid  to  be  apart 
Am.  St.  Rbf.,  Vol.  V.— 47 
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«f  lh«  rm  gmkt,  tad  with  ih»  proper  lixnitationi  and  mifietuni  amy,  k 
^nUki  «MM»  be  permitUd  to  go  in  eWdenee;  but  witDeaees  inej  iio4  be 
ftUowed  to  state  the  oommon  nndentaading  in  the  nuighberiiood,  cr  the 
genetel  repotatioii  me  to  ownarehip. 
VlumoB— Monov  to  Stukb  out  Amswxr  OFWimas.— When  aa  im- 
proper enewer  it  given  to  a  legitimate  qneetion,  or  where  a  part  of  the 
aniwer  ie  improper,  the  party  oomplaining  mnet  moT«t.to  strike  ont  the 
answer,  or  the  improper  part»  or  it  will  not  be  renewed. 

7.  M,  NcbUj  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

T,  C.  8.  Cooper^  and  Van  Naita  and  CUm^  for  the  deftndant 
In  error. 

SixpflON,  C.  The  plaintiflb  in  erxor  oommenoed  an  aotkm 
of  replevin  againet  James  H.  Haynes  and  George  Schaaf  for 
the  recovery  of  the  poBeeesion  of  certain  epecific  pereonal  piop- 
•rty,  alleging  that  they  were  entitled  to  the  pofloenoion  of  said 
property  by  virtue  of  default  in  the  terms  and  oonditiona  of 
certain  chattel  mortgages,  executed  by  Haynes  and  Schaaf  to 
them  on  said  property.  While  this  action  was  pending  and 
undetermined,  llartha  J.  Haynes,  the  wife  of  James  H.  Haynes, 
who  claims  to  be  the  absolute  owner  of  the  property,  com- 
menced her  action  in  replevin  to  recover  the  possession  of  the 
identical  property  from  T.  C.  Beiley,  the  sheriff  of  the  oonnty, 
who  held  the  property  by  virtue  of  the  writ  in  the  first  acti<Hi, 
and  Richard  Hunter,  who  was  plaintiff  in  the  first  action,  and 
to  whom  the  chattel  mortgages  had  been  given.  The  case  was 
tried  by  a  jury  at  the  June  term,  1886,  and  there  was  a  ver- 
dict and  judgment  for  Mrs.  Haynes  for  the  recovery  of  the 
possession  of  the  property,  its  value  at  the  time  of  detention 
being  found  at  $867.50,  and  damages  for  detention  in  the  sum 
of  $290,  and  costs.  A  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  overmled, 
and  the  case  is  here  with  several  assignments  of  error  occur- 
ring during  the  trial. 

1.  The  first  is  (and  it  is  doubtful  on  the  record  whether  it 
was  ever  raised  and  passed  upon  by  the  court  below),  that  at 
the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  action  the  specific  fet- 
eonal  property  was  in  the  custody  of  the  court,  and  that  by 
the  reason  of  that  fact,  replevin  at  the  suit  of  a  third  party 
would  not  lie.  This  identical  question  was  passed  upon  by 
the  court  in  the  case  of  Gross  v.  Bogardy  18  Kan.  288,  and  as 
Mrs.  Haynes  claims  adversely  to  both  her  husband  and  Hun- 
ter, the  decision  controls  this  action.  Mrs.  Haynes  can  main- 
tain this  action  in  replevin  against  the  officer  and  Hunter,  at 
whose  suit  the  former  process  issued  under  which  the  sheriff 
claims  possession. 
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2.  The  next  proposition  of  counsel  is,  that  the  evidence  is 
not  sufficient  to  entitle  Mrs.  Haynes  to  recover.  If  we  should 
undertake  to  determine  this  question  in  a  precise  and  formal 
manner,  it  would  be  the  trial  of  issues  of  fact  in  this  court 
TThe  jury  and  the  trial  court  have  determined  that  there  was 
fiufficient  evidence  to  entitle  her  to  a  recovery.  If  there  is  any 
evidence  to  support  the  finding  of  the  jury  and  the  judgment' 
of  the  court,  it  is  sufficient  here.  We  shall  not  weigh  the  evi- 
dence, nor  undertake  to  determine  the  credibility  jof  the  wit- 
nesses. There  were  no  special  findings  required  of  the  jury; 
the  general  instructions  of  the  court  to  the  jury  were  not  ex- 
cepted to,  and  the  whole  record  of  the  proceedings  denotes 
that  there  was  a  free,  fair,  and  full  trial,  with  considerable 
latitude  allowed  in  the  introduction  of  evidence,  so  that  we 
have  no  doubt  but  that  both  the  court  and  jury  were  fully  ad- 
vised as  to  all  the  facts  in  the  case. 

8.  It  is  said  that  the  testimony  of  Maokay,  Julius  Beecher, 
Ole  Beecher,  A.  C.  McPherson,  and  Charles  Blackburn,  or 
rather  certain  parts  of  it,  ought  not  to  have  been  permitted 
to  go  to  the  jury.  This  testimony  consists  of  the  statements 
of  persons  living  in  the  neighborhood  of  Mrs.  Haynes,  and 
knowing  her  ever  since  she  came  to  Republic  County,  who 
testified  to  the  declarations  of  herself  and  her  husband,  when 
they  first  moved  into  the  neighborhood,  as  to  the  ownership  of 
this  specific  personal  property;  that  she  had  always  claimed 
to  be  the  owner  of  it,  had  always  said  so;  that  it  was  gener- 
ally understood  in  the  neighborhood  that  she  was  the  owner; 
that  by  reason  of  these  things,  it  was  a  matter  of  reputation, 
genendly  known,  that  she  was  the  owner  of  the  stock;  Haynes 
was  her  second  husband,  and  she  owned  the  stock  before  her 
marriage  to  him;  that  these  statements  as  to  the  ownership 
were  made  while  the  stock  was  in  the  possession  of  Mrs. 
Haynes,  as  well  by  her  as  by  her  husband;  that  she  had  bor- 
rowed money  in  town  on  the  fact  of  her  ownership.  These 
facts  all  had  a  tendency  to  support  her  claim,  and  divest  the 
jury  of  ian  impression  that  her  claim  of  ownership  was  being 
used  for  the  sole  purpose  of  saving  the  property  from  a  chattel 
mortgage  executed  by  her  husband.  Declarations  by  a  party 
in  possession  of  personal  property  as  to  the  ownership  thereof, 
accompanying  some  principal  fact  which  they  serve  to  ex- 
plain and  qualify,  are  sometimes  said  to  be  a  part  of  the  res 
gestss:  Stone  v.  Bird^  16  Ean.  488,  and  authorities  cited.  This 
case  will  be  found  to  be  very  similar,  in  the  particular  fea« 
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lures  which  we  are  now  ooneidering^  to  the  one  at  bar,  and  all 
the  criticlsiDS  of  Mr.  Justioe  Brewer  on  the  matiiMr  in  wludi 
the  objections  to  the  evidence  were  presented  in  thai  case  ap- 
ply with  eqnal  force  in  this.  The  single  issue  in  this  caae  is^ 
Was  Mrs.  Haynes  the  owner  and  entitled  to  the  posaensiom  of 
the  property  in  suit?  Her  declarations  while  die  was  in  pos- 
session of  the  property,  made  for  sucoessive  years  before  this 
controversy  arosci  was  some  evidence  to  go  to  the  jnry,  tinder 
the  proper  limitations  and  restrictionsy  in  suf^rt  of  thai 
issue.  So  the  declarations  of  Haynes,  with  the  same  safe- 
guards, might  go  in  evidence,  and  those  of  George  Schaaf  are 
permissible,  for  they  are  both  parties  to  the  inquiry,  repre- 
sented by  the  sheriff,  and  their  declarations  in  dispan^^ement 
of  thrir  own  titie,  and  in  support  of  thai  of  Mr.  Haynes  while 
in  possession  and  control  of  the  property,  can  be  shown.  But 
this  rule  must  be  kept  within  safe  and  reasonable  limita,  and 
it  is  extended  too  far  when  witnesses  are  allowed  to  stale  the 
common  understanding  of  the  neighborhood,  or  the  general 
reputation  as  to  ownership.  This  was  done  by  several  wit- 
nesses in  their  answers  to  questions  to  which  they  did  not 
make  direct  responses,  but  there  was  no  motion  to  strike  out 
such  answers  and  withdraw  them  from  tiie  jury.  The  neces- 
sity for  such  a  course  was  very  clearly  pointed  out  by  the 
court  in  the  case  of  8Ume  v«  Birdj  sicpra,  and  it  is  stated  thai 
a  mere  objection  to  its  reception  was  not  enough;  bat  not 
even  that  was  done  in  this  case.  When  an  improper  answer 
is  given  to  a  legitimate  question,  or  where  a  part  of  the  an- 
swer is  improper,  the  party  comj^ning  must  move  to  strike 
oat  the  answer,  or  the  part  he  considers  improper,  in  c^er  to 
have  it  reviewed  in  this  court  In  thiis  case,  witnesses  were 
allowed  to  make  remarks,  and  refer  tk>  the  knowledge  of  the 
neighborhood,  and  make  statements  about  "reputation  of 
ownership,"  by  addition  to  proper  answers  to  questions,  and 
possibly,  in  one  or  two  instances,  to  questions  so  framed  that 
such  answers  could  be  made.  But  these  things  are  all  mixed 
up  with  what  appears  to  be  the  other  and  material  matter, 
and  we  cannot  say  affirmatively  that  there  is  error. 

We  recommend  that  the  judgment  of  the  district  ooorl  be 
affirmed. 

By  the  Coubt.    It  is  so  ordered. 

PlHDINO  OT  JdBT  will  NOT  BX   RXVXXWMD  IV  THBUI  D  ABT    KVUMSSUl 

TO  SVPPORT  It:  See  Fear9  ▼.  Aibea,  anU^  p.  837;  Sodtautatt  ▼.  FtHdm^  «nl^ 
p.  661;  Swt^ne  ▼.  Waldo,  ante,  p.  712. 
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SncsDT,  ynsjpt  WimsaB  Qim  Ixfropbr  AnswiBy  is  bt  Ifonoir  to 
Strike  It  out:  See  Taylor  ▼.  Newfmrgh,  4  Am.  St.  Bep.  4AS. 

ADMrMTHfLnT    or    DBGLABATZ098  AS  FaBT  OF  ReS   OwKM   Is   follj  dlS- 

eoned  in  the  note  to  People  ▼.  Vernon,  95  Am.  Dec  61*78. 

BxPLSviN  Dois  HOT  Lh  iob  Pbopbbtt  nr  Odstodza  Liod:  See  LewU 
w.  Buck  92  Am.  1^90,  IZi  Booth  y.  Abkuum,  9i  U.  711;  Hagam  y.  DmeO,  9% 
Id.  769. 


James  v.  Dunstak, 

(88  KAHiAB,  2M.1 

EuBonov  TO  Tau  uvdib  Will.  —  The  Kansas  statate  In  relation  to  probat- 
ing wiUs,  and  the  election  of  the  widow  to  take  thereonder,  speoifioally 
points  oat  the  ooorse  to  be  panned  when  she  has  not  eonsented  in  writ- 
ing to  the  will,  and  a  snbetMitisI  oompliBaoe  therewith  is  asssMnry  to 
such  eleetion  1wim1<*w 


Action  of  ejeetment.  One  John  James,  deceased,  possessed 
of  certain  real  estate,  and  leaving  a  will.  His  widow,  Eliza- 
beth James,  at  the  time  the  will  was  probated,  was  suffering 
from  ill  health,  and  was  unable  to  appear  in  coort  She, 
however,  sent  a  verbal  message  to  the  ezeontor,  expressing 
her  desire  to  take  under  the  will,  and  her  intention  to  be  in 
conrt  when  able.  It  was  also  found  that  the  terms  of  the  will 
were  satisfiu^tory  to  her;  that  she  had  expressed  a  desire  that 
the  same  should  be  carried  out,  and  the  property  dispoeed  of 
after  her  death  to  the  persons  therein  named.  The  other  facts 
sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion.  Judgment  was  rendered 
giving  plaintiffs  possession  of  the  land,  and  defendants 
brought  the  case  to  this  court 

Samuel  KimbUj  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Oreen  and  Heuin^  for  the  defendants  in  error. 


Clogston,  C.  Two  questions  are  raised  by  the  record  in 
case:  1.  Did  Elizabeth  James,  by  her  acquiescence  and 
verbal  declarations,  so  accept  the  provisions  of  the  will  as  to 
make  it  binding  upon  her  heirs?  2.  If  so,  did  the  will  convey 
to  Emma  James  the  property  at  the  death  of  Elisabeth  James? 
But  as  a  decision  on  the  first  proposition  is  decisive  of  this 
case,  we  shall  not  consider  the  second.  Our  statute  in  relation 
to  probating  wills,  and  the  election  of  the  widow  to  take  there- 
under, specifically  points  out  the  course  to  be  pursued,  and  a 
substantial  compliance  therewith  must  be  made  in  order  to 
make  an  election  to  take  under  the  will  binding.    In  this  case. 
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it  b  ooDoeded  that  no  such  election  was  made  as  is  pointed  oat 
by  statute,  and  that  the  widow  did  not  consent  in  writing  to 
the  will.  Section  41  of  chapter  117,  Compiled  Laws  of  1885, 
provides  that  if  any  provision  is  made  in  the  will  for  the 
widow,  and  she  has  not  consented  thereto  in  writing,  the  pro- 
bate court  shall  issue  a  citation  to  her  to  appear  and  make  her 
election,  and  this  election  shall  be  made  within  thirty  days  of 
such  citation.  Section  42  provides  that  such  election  oi  the 
widow  shall  be  made  by  her  in  person  before  the  probate 
court,  except  in  case  of  sickness,  and  that  the  court  shall 
make  known  to  her  the  provisions  of  the  will  and  her  rights 
under  the  law;  and  if  no  election  is  made,  that  she  shall  retain 
her  share  of  the  estate  under  the  law  as  if  her  husband  had 
died  intestate.  Section  43  provides  that  in  case  the  widow 
shall  be  unable  to  appear  in  the  probate  court  on  account  of 
sickness  or  ill  health,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  probate  court, 
on  application  made  on  her  behalf  to  issue  a  commission,  with 
a  oopy  of  the  will  annexed,  to  some  suitable  person  to  take  her 
election,  which  person  must  explain  to  her  her  rights  under 
the  will  and  under  the  law.  Nothing  was  done  looking  toward 
an  election  as  is  contemplated  by  these  sections,  and  nothing 
was  doae  by  her  in  regard  to  the  property  that  would  have 
estopped  her,  had  she  been  cited  as  the  law  requires,  from 
making  her  election  to  take  under  the  will.  The  time  had 
expired  in  which  to  make  her  election,  and  yet  no  request  was 
made  by  her  for  a  commission  to  take  such  election;  no  re* 
quest  to  the  court  in  writing  was  made  that  she  desired  to 
take  under  the  will. 

Counsel  for  plaintiffs  in  error  insists  that  8iU  v.  SiUy  81  Kan. 
248,  is  decisive  of  this  case.    In  this  claim  we  think  counsel 
is  mistaken.    In  that  case  something  was  done  by  the  widow 
toward  claiming  under  the  will;  a  person  was  appointed  to 
draw  up  her  request,  which  was  signed  by  her.    This  appmnt- 
ment,  it  is  true,  was  irregular,  and  perhaps  also  the  manner  of 
its  execution;  but  it  was  an  attempt  to  comply  with  the  stat* 
ute,  and  the  court  held  in  that  case  that  it  was  not  sufficient 
to  make  an  election.     In  this  case  nothing  but  a  verbal  mes- 
sage  firom  the  widow  to  the  probate  court  was  given,  and  it 
was  not  shown  that  she  knew  what  her  rights  were  under  the 
law.    It  is  perhaps  true  in  this  case  that  her  rights  under  the 
law  were  substantially  the  same  as  under  the  will,  but  no  pre- 
sumptions can  be  indulged  in  as  to  her  knowledge  of  this 
fact. 
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In  StaUy  T.  Fclger^  14  Ohio,  610,  the  coart  said:  ''The  prop- 
erty mentioned  in  the  agreement,  and  deyised  by  the  will,  waa 
received  by  Mrs.  Folger  within  the  time  limited  to  make  an 
election.  This  was  not  denied.  It  was  in  fact  taken  very 
Boon  after  the  dissolution  of  her  husband,  and  in  hot  haste, 
though  the  evidence  leaves  the  fact  perfectly  clear  that  his 
eyes  were  fully  closed  before  she  either  seized  the  property  or 
even  announced  her  intention  to  break  the  wilL  Booh  an  act^ 
however,  is  not  an  election,  nor  can  it  be  proved  in  this  way. 
An  election  must  be  made  known  to  the  court  of  common 
pleas  of  the  proper  county,  and  the  record,  unless  lost  or  de- 
stroyed, is  the  only  evidence  by  which  it  can  be  established, 
because  it  is  the  best  proof  of  which  the  nature  of  the  case 
admits." 

Also  in  MiUain  v.  WdUwr,  87  Ohio  Bt  460,  it  was  said: 
'^It  is  believed  no  case  can  be  found  where  the  fitots  are  held 
sufficient  to  amount  to  an  election  to  waive  the  widow's  rights 
under  the  law,  unless  they  are  of  such  a  marked  character  and 
of  such  long  duration  as  will  clearly  and  distinctly  evince  a 
purpose  to  take  the  provisions  of  the  will,  and  to  operate  as  an 
effectual  equitable  bar  to  dower." 

The  widow  must  therefore  be  deemed  to  have  failed  to  make 
her  election  to  take  under  the  will.  The  law  provides,  in  such 
a  case,  that  the  widow  shall  take  such  share  of  the  husband's 
estate  as  she  would  have  been  entitled  to  had  he  died  intes- 
tate; and  as  he  left  no  issue,  under  the  law  the  widow  would 
take  his  entire  property,  both  real  and  personal;  and  as  she 
died  intestate,  the  plaintiflb  (defendants  in  error)  became  the 
owners  of  the  property  In  controversy,  and  are  entitled  to  its 
possession. 

We  therefnre  recommend  that  the  judgment  of  the  ooort  be- 
low be  affirmed. 

By  the  Coubt.    It  is  so  ordered. 


Amminoiir  or  Wmowioa  Lnzns  TMEAimrEABTWMlMldtobeml* 
Aoknt  to  intern  eourl  ol  hir  etootioQ  to  take  mder  thowiUs  Margm  v. 
Voigif  as  Am.  Doe.  SIS. 
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St.  Louis,  Kanhab,   and    Aeizoka  B'y   Co.   «. 

Chapman. 

Kfumiiw— Otnraoir  or  WraiMais  as  to  Valub  o9  Lois 

fOB  Rinjwim  CtoHPAHT^lN9rRvono9&^WlMn  property  baa  ft 
ket  Talae^  the  rule  is  itricti  and  reqnires  only  that  Talne  to  be  ahofwn; 
but  where  it  is  ahown  that  property  is  withcmt  a  market  valne^  it  may 
then  be  compared  with  other  property,  and  ita  valae  determiiied  by  per- 
aoBi  who  are  ahown  to  be  judges,  or  who  have  knowledge  of  the  TalaeB 
ef  real  eetate  in  that  Ticinity,  or  who  baye  had  experience  in  dealings 
both  before  and  after  the  impropriation,  in  lota  near  by,  and  an  in* 
atmotioa  that  the  Jnry  might,  in  each  oaae^  conaider  aodi  opiniona  of 
witname^  and  vpon  the  whde  evidence  were  to  be  goided  by  their  obasr 
viliea  ol  the  propartQf  aa  diowa  them,  aad  ao  dataniBe  iti  lair  ■■Ael  er 
real  Tahie^  ia  not  emneooa. 

Appbal  by  one  Charles  W.  Chapman  to  digtriot  eoart  from 
appndgement  for  city  lots  condemned  by  commissioners,  and 
.taken  by  railroad  company  for  right  of  way.  Trial  to  the 
jnry,  and  judgment  for  Chapman  to  recover  fifteen  hondred 
doUars  and  interest,  from  which  judgment  the  railroad  com- 
pany brooght  the  case  to  this  court. 


^.  A.  JohnMon^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
A,  Bergen  and  L,  K.  Kirk,  for  the  defendant  in  orror. 

CuMiSTONi  C.  The  errors  complained  of  are,  that  the  wit- 
nesses who  were  permitted  to  testify  as  to  the  value  of  the  loti 
appropriated  were  nor  competent  to  testify;  and  seccmd,  that 
the  court  erred  in  its  instructions  to  the  jury  in  relation  to 
the  question  of  value  and  rule  of  damages.  The  objection 
to  the  competency  of  the  witnesses  by  the  defendant  below 
arose,  not  £rom  want  of  a  general  knowledge  of  values  in  the 
community  by  the  witnesses,  or  even  of  a  knowledge  in  a  goi- 
eral  way  of  the  value  of  the  lots  appropriated,  but  because  of 
the  fact  that  the  witnesses  show^  that  they  were  not  ac- 
quainted with  the  market  value  of  the  lots  at  the  time  they 
were  appropriated,  for  the  reason  that  there  was  at  that  time 
no  market  value  on  the  lots.  Counsel  innsts  that  the  rule  of 
damages  is  the  market  value  of  the  lots  at  the  time  they  were 
taken.  This  is  true  where  the  property  taken  has  a  market 
value.  This,  then,  presents  the  question.  Can  the  value  of 
property  be  shown  in  absence  of  a  market  valueT  It  was 
shown  by  the  witnesses  that  they  were  residents  of  the  city  cf 
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Oarnetti  and  that  this  addition  adjoined  and  was  part  of  the 
city;  that  they  had  resided  in  Gamett  for  a  number  of  yearSi 
And  were  well  acquainted  with  the  property  in  controversy, 
and  acquainted  with  the  general  values  of  lands  at  Gamett  and 
in  that  vicinity  at  the  time  this  land  was  appropriated;  and 
a  number  of  them  testified  that  for  a  number  of  years  prior 
to  and  at  the  time  of  this  suit  they  were  engaged  in  the 
land  buflinesByand  were  dealing  in  real  estate  in  that  vicinity; 
that  this  property  at  the  time  it  was  appropriated  had  no  mar- 
ket value;  that  they  arrived  at  the  value  of  lots  from  a  com- 
parison with  the  value  of  other  lots  and  sales  made  in  Garnett, 
and  also  fiiom  sales  of  lots  made  in  this  addition  before  and 
after  the  land  was  appropriated,  and  from  their  general 
knowledge  of  the  values  of  property. 

There  was,  however,  a  special  objection  made  to  the  com- 
petency of  the  defendant  in  error  as  a  witness.  He  showed 
that  he  had  never  resided  in  Kansas;  that  he  had  owned  thia 
land,  known  as  the  Chapman  addition,  since  1867,  and  had 
been  well  acquainted  with  it  since  that  time;  that  he  platted 
the  land  and  fixed  the  prices  of  the  lots;  that  he  had  sold 
aome  thirty  or  forty  lots  in  said  addition  at  the  prices  so  fixed 
by  him;  that  he  was  acquainted  with  the  values  of  land  and 
eity  property  in  and  about  Gamett  at  the  time  these  lots  were 
appropriated  by  the  railway  company;  that  he  did  not  know 
of  any  market  value  for  the  lots  at  the  time  they  were  appro- 
priated. Upon  this  foundation,  he  was  permitted  to  testify  to 
the  value  of  the  lots  so  taken.  In  this  we  see  no  error.  The 
fiict  that  there  was  no  market  value  of  the  lots  in  defendant's 
addition  would  not  warrant  the  railway  company  in  appropri* 
ating  them  without  compensation.  The  law  does  not  presume 
or  require  impossibilities;  it  only  demands  and  requires  the 
best  proof  under  the  circumstances  of  each  case.  Where 
property  has  a  market  value,  the  rule  is  strict,  and  requires 
only  that  value  to  be  shown;  but  where  it  is  shown  that  the 
properly  is  without  a  market  value,  then  the  law  allows  the 
next  best  evidence  to  be  given  to  ascertain  its  value.  The  prop- 
erty then  may  be  compared  with  other  property;  its  value  may 
be  determined  by  persons  who  are  shown  to  be  judges,  or  who 
have  knowledge  of  the  values  of  real  estate  in  that  vicinity, 
and  their  opinions  may  be  given  of  the  value  of  the  property, 
which  in  this  case  was  the  best  evidence  it  was  possible  to  pro- 
cufe.    Some  classes  of  property  always  have  a  market  value; 
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other  property,  by  reason  of  its  location,  or  distance  from  mar- 
ket, or  ottier  ciroumstances,  is  without  a  market  value;  nerer* 
tbelees  it  has  a  value,  though  the  means  of  ascertaining  it  is 
changed  where  the  rule  requiring  market  value  cannot  be  ap- 
plied. In  L.  T.  &  S.  W.  Ry  Co.  v.  Paul,  28  Kan.  821,  Jodge 
Brewer,  speaking  for  the  court,  says:  "  While,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  values  of  real  estate,  especially  in  localities  where 
there  are  few  changes  in  property,  are  not  so  absolutely  cer- 
tain, and  cannot  be  determined  with  absolute  exactness;  and 
in  respect  to  them  the  testimony  of  witnesses  partakes  largely 
of  the  nature  of  opinions.  And  yet  from  the  necessities  of  the 
case  it  has  come  to  be  recognised  that  such  testimony  is  com- 
petent It  is  the  best  that,  in  the  nature  of  things,  can  bo 
obtained;  for  a  description  by  a  witness  of  the  locality  of  any 
given  tract,  its  improvements  and  surroundings,  would  ordina- 
rily throw  littie  light  upon  the  question  of  its  value.  So  many 
things  enter  into  and  afifect  such  value  that  a  witness  would 
be  unable  to  describe  them  all,  or  even  to  comprehend  them 
all  fully.  Hence  it  has  become  pretty  generally  establiahed 
that  a  witness  who  testifies  that  he  is  acquainted  with  the 
values  of  real  estate  in  the  locality  may  give  his  opmion  as  to 
the  value  of  any  jMtrticular  tract"  See  also  Atehiion  etc.  R.  & 
Co.  V.  Stanford,  12  Ean.  880;  15  Am.  Rep.  862;  Kanmu  Csa- 
tral  Ry  Co.  v.  AUen,  24  Id.  88. 

On  the  question  of  the  values  and  the  rule  by  which  to  de- 
termine the  defendanVs  damages,  the  court  instructed  the  yaxj 
as  follows: — 

''  4.  In  determining  the  value  of  plaintiff's  lots  appropriated 
as  right  of  way,  you  are  to  consider  the  fair  market  valoe  of 
the  lots  taken  as  to  the  time  of  the  taking.  This  does  not 
necessarily  mean  what  it  would  bring  at  forced  sale,  or  under 
peculiar  circumstances;  but  such  sum  as  the  property  is  worth 
in  the  market;  that  is,  to  persons  generally,  if  those  desiring 
to  purchase  were  found  who  were  willing  to  pay  their  just  and 
fair  value. 

"  5.  If  you  should  find  that  there  was  no  market  for  audi 
property  at  the  time,  it  does  not  follow  that  they  were  worth- 
less, or  could  be  appropriated  without  fair  compensation.  You 
should  inquire  what  was  its  actual  value,  its  reasonable  worth; 
you  should  consider  its  reasonable  worth  in  the  hands  of  a  pru- 
dent seller,  at  liberty  to  sell,  at  a  reasonable  time  for  selling, 
and  usual  and  reasonable  terms  and  conditions  of  sale:  taking 
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in  view  the  location  of  the  lots  and  the  purposes  for  which 
they  were  held.  You  should  determine  such  value  as  the  same 
would  be  determined  by  a  prudent  seller  or  purchaser.  In 
arriving  at  this  value  the  opinons  of  witnesses  are  taken.  Of 
course  the  value  of  their  opinions  depends  upon  the  means  of 
knowledge,  experience,  and  observation  that  the  witnesses  are 
shown  to  possess.  You  are  not  concluded  by  these  opinions 
of  one  or  more  witnesses.  You  should  consider  the  location, 
surroundings,  the  value  of  other  lots  in  the  vicinity  at  the  time, 
and  determine  such  value  from  a  careful  comparison  and  con* 
sideration  of  the  whole  evidence,  guided  by  your  own  observa- 
tion of  the  location  and  situation,  as  shown  by  the  view  you 
have  had  of  the  premises.  Of  course  you  will  not  fix  the  value 
from  your  own  knowledge,  or  opinions  formed  upon  the  view, 
but  will  make  use  of  your  observation  in  weighing  and  con- 
sidering the  testimony  offered,  and  applying  it  to  the  case. 
You  should  not  be  influenced  by  any  estimate  of  the  owner, 
based  upon  fancy,  local  attachments,  or  otherwise;  neither 
should  you  base  your  estimate  upon  £aroed  sales  made  under 
circumstanoes  of  hardship." 

In  these  instmetions  we  see  no  error.  It  was  a  direction  to 
the  jury  to  determine  the  market  value  of  the  property,  in  the 
first  instance,  and  if  they  found  that  there  was  no  market 
yalue  at  the  time  the  property  was  so  taken  and  condemned, 
then  they  might  consider  the  evidence  of  the  reasonable  worth 
of  the  same  in  the  hands  of  a  prudent  seller,  or  a  person  de- 
fiiring  to  purchase,  and  that  in  arriving  at  this  value  the  opin- 
ions of  the  witnesses  are  to  be  taken,  and  that  the  value  of 
the  opinion  depended  upon  the  knowledge,  experience,  and 
observation  of  the  witness;  also,  that  they  were  to  consider  its 
situation,  surroundings,  and  the  value  of  other  property  in 
that  vicinity,  and  upon  the  whole  evidence  they  were  to  be 
guided  by  their  observation  of  the  property,  as  shown  to  them, . 
and  from  all  this  testimony  and  observation  they  were  to  de- 
termine its  fair  market  value,  or  real  value.  This  instruction 
seems  to  us  to  have  been  eminently  fair  and  reasonable  under 
the  facts  as  shown  in  this  case.  This  disposes  of  all  the  sub- 
stantial claims  of  error  in  the  record.  All  the  other  questions 
xelated  to  the  damages  allowed  to  the  remainder  of  the  addi- 
tion not  appropriated,  which  was  by  the  defendant  remitted 
after  verdict^  and  therefore  it  is  not  necessary  to  examine  any 
claim  of  error  in  the  evidence  or  the  instructions  of  the  court 
therein. 
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We  therefore  recommend  that  the  judgment  of  the  comi 
below  be  afl&rmed. 

By  the  Coubt.    It  is  bo  oideied. 


Oranom  or  Wirmsaii  abb  AmnrnnsM  fo  PBOfB  Yautb  ev  Luk^ 
Tjjcw  bt  RiniiOAn  €k>MyAHT  mite  ii|^t  of  «miiMBl 
«(&  i7.  JK.  Ck  ▼•  Woodnfft  ^  Am.  St.  Etp.  61,  andnotaw 


Sanfobd  V.  Wbbkb. 

CM  KAmM^nsLj 

Tun  li  >aff  ov  na  Bmbiob  cup  a  Cobzeaot  iob  nn  8Aia  or  Labd 
whfm  MU)h  oontnMA  ii  limply  hi  agreamaiit  to  oqqt^  190a  tho  pojmmit 
ol  a  oortain  amount  at  a  apeoiflad  tune;  and  a  eonvejaaoa  of  the  tcdo 
may  be  daeraad  upon  tho  tendor  of  tho  pribo  and  intavoat  within  a  nn- 
aonablotimo.  ^Hiora  timo  ia  not  atatad  aa  of  Iha  aaienoi,  owati  mn 
talnolant  to  anfaaea  lorlaituaa. 

iMrBOTBfBraa  «-  Aomun  Paawaioif  -^  Nonoi.  -*-  Tho  mora  Im*  tiiaft 
ono  takaa  poaMaaion  of  land  with  tho  ownar'a  oonaoBt^  ntakaa  a  fov 
inptovomonta  thoraony  and  than  antara  into  an  agraomant  for  tiio  por- 
irhfitT  of  tlia  Ugal  tttio^  doaa  not  oonatitnta  that  opmi.  notoriona,  vnaqiiiT- 
oaal»  and  oiBdaai^  poaaaarinn  mdar  an  appavant  alaim  of  ownaiahip 
whiah  ia  notioe  to  a  fano  JU4  Donhaaav  of  tho  laoal  tiUa>  wlio  coaa  into 
aotoal  poaaaarion,  and  makaa  othar  and  parmanant  improvamanta;  and 
if  anah  agraamant  ianot  aoknowladgad,  filing  it  lor  raoord  doaa  not  im- 
part not&oa. 

AcnoN  to  quiet  title.  The  agreement  in  question  was  to 
convey  by  warranty  deed  certain  land  therein  deacribed,  for  a 
eum  stated,  to  one  B.  H.  Sanfivd,  and  contained  this  clause: 
^^The  said  Sanford  agreeing  to  pay  the  said  sums  of  moDSj  in 
thirty  days  from  this  date  to  the  undersigned  or  her  order," 
and  was  signed  B.  E.  Bartholomew. 


E.  H.  Bo/fiffardf  for  himself;  as  plaintiff  in  error. 

Oeorge  0,  OomM  and  A.  H.  Com,  for  the  defendants  in 
error. 

HoBTON,  C.  J.  This  was  an  action  brought  by  Ephraim 
H.  Sanford  against  Henry  M.  and  Joel  P.  Weeks,  to  quiet 
title  to  a  quarter-section  of  land  in  Wabaunsee  County.  San- 
ford claimed  an  equitable  title  to  the  land,  and  actual  possession 
thereof,  under  a  written  contract  from  Miss  S.  E.  Bartholo- 
mew, dated  December  8,  1879,  which  was  filed  for  record 
February  11, 1880;  but  this  contract  was  not  acknowledged. 
On  September  27,  1880,  Miss  S.  E.  Bartholomew  conveyed 
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the  land  by  warmnly  deed  to  the  Weekeee,  which  deed|  duly 
acknowledged^  was  filed  for  record  October  1, 1880.  Within 
a  day  or  two  after  receiving  this  deed,  the  Weekses  took  actual 
possession  of  the  land;  proceeded  to  build  a  dwelling-house^ 
and  make  other  improvements;  soon  after,  they  moved  into 
fhe  house  with  their  families,  and  have  had  actual  possession 
ever  since. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  and  findings  of  the  trial  court 
that  Sanford  never  paid  or  offered  to  pay  for  the  land  accord- 
ing to  the  terms  of  his  written  contract.  The  court  held,  as 
a  matter  of  law,  that  by  his  failure  to  comply  with  the  terms 
of  the  contract,  his  rights  in  the  land  became  forfeited,  and 
lliat  he  had  no  equities  or  other  interests  therein  at  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action.  In  the  contract,  time  is  not  stated 
as  of  the  essence,  and  courts  are  reluctant  to  enforoe  forfeit- 
ures. It  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  the  parties  to  the  contract 
intended  that  time  should  be  of  the  essence  thereof  in  the 
absence  of  any  stipulation  to  that  effect.  When  there  is  simply 
a  contract  to  convey  upon  the  payment  of  a  certain  amount 
at  a  specified  time,  time  is  not  of  the  essence  of  the  contract, 
and  a  conveyance  of  the  title  may  be  decreed  upon  tender  of 
the  price  and  interest,  if  made  within  a  reasonable  time:  Mo. 
River  etc.  R,  R.  Co.  v.  Bmiby,  21  Kan.  276;  Lamd  Co.  v.  P^rry^ 
23  Id.  140. 

If  the  decision  of  the  trial  court  rested  upon  its  construc- 
tion of  the  written  contract  of  December  8, 1879,  the  judg- 
ment  would  necessarily  have  to  be  reversed;  but  this  is  not 
the  pivotal  point  in  the  case.  The  trial  court  specially  found 
upon  the  evidence  that  the  Weekses  had  no  notice,  actual  or 
constructive,  on  September  27,  1880,  that  Sanford  had  or 
claimed  to  have  any  interest  whatever  in  the  land.  If  the 
Weekses  purchased  without  notice  of  Sanford's  equities  in  the 
land,  then  of  course  the  Weekses  are  entitled  to  the  judgment 
rendered  in  their  favor,  because  they  were  bona  fide  purchasers 
for  value.  As  the  written  contract  of  December  8,  1879,  was 
not  acknowledged,  it  being  filed  for  record  did  not  impart 
notice  to  the  Weekses,  or  any  one  else:  Comp.  Laws  1885,  c. 
22,  sees.  9,  19,  20. 

Sanford  never  made  any  improvements  on  the  land  after 
the  date  of  his  contract;  but  it  appears  from  the  evidence 
that  prior  to  the  contract,  under  consent  from  Miss  Bartholo- 
mew, he  had  taken  possession  of  the  land,  or  a  part  of  it>  and 
had  made  some  improvements,  consisting  of  the  breaking  of 
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or  fearteen  aores,  whieh  were  fenced  with  baibed  wire 
and  oak  poats.  There  was  qoanied  and  corded  up  upon  the 
land  at  the  time  coneiderable  rock.-  There  were  alao  some 
preparations  toward  the  oonstntction  of  a  lime-kiln.  Sanford, 
however,  had  no  house  upon  the  land,  and  was  not  living 
thereon.  According  to  the  evidence  of  the  Weeksee,  thej  had 
no  notice  nor  knowledge  at  the  time  of  their  purchase  that  the 
improvements  thereon  had  been  made  by  Sanford,  or  that  ho 
had  any  interest  or  claim  to  the  same.  They  made  inquiries 
of  the  agents  of  their  grantor,  Miss  Bartholomew,  and  were 
informed  by  them  that  she  was  the  owner  of  the  premises,  and 
that  the  matter  was  all  straight  They  also  inquired  of  a 
responsible  banker  if  they  could  rely  upon  the  repreeentatume 
of  these  agents,  and  they  were  informed  they  could. 

We  have  time  and  again  stated  that  open,  notorious,  un- 
equivocal, and  exclusive  possession  of  real  estate  under  an 
apparent  claim  of  ownership  is  notice  to  the  world  of  what- 
ever claim  the  possessor  asserts,  whether  the  claim  be  legal  or 
equitable  in  its  nature:  McNeil  v.  /ordan^  28  Eas.  7;  3Wbr 
V.  Vandermark,  21  Id.  268. 

If  this  were  an  action  pending  between  Sanford  and  Miss  B. 
E.  Bartholomew,  we  would  have  no  hesitation  in  holding  that 
Sanford  had  actual  possession  of  the  premises;  but  this  action 
is  between  Sanford  and  the  Weekses,  who  claim  to  be  innocent 
purchasers.  The  only  question,  really,  for  our  determination 
is,  whether  there  is  sufficient  evidence  in  the  record  to  sustain 
the  finding  of  the  trial  court  that  the  Weekses  had  neither 
actual  nor  constructive  notice  before  their  purchase  of  the 
land  that  Sanford  had  or  claimed  any  interest  therein.  It 
was  the  province  of  the  trial  court  to  determine  the  credibility 
of  all  the  witnesses.  It  seems  to  have  wholly  disregarded  the 
evidence  of  Sanford.  If  there  was  injustice  in  this,  we  are 
unable  to  correct  it.  The  evidence  of  Henry  M.  Weeks  and 
Sanford  directly  conflicts.  There  was  evidence  that  Sanford 
did  not  have  open,  notorious,  unequivocal,  and  exclusive  pos- 
session of  the  hmd  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  of  the  Weekses; 
therefore  we  cannot  disturb  the  finding  of  the  trial  court,  as 
there  is  evidence  to  sustain  it.  This  conclusion  necessarily 
causes  an  affirmation  of  the  judgment. 

Several  errors  are  alleged  concerning  the  admission  and 
rejection  of  testimoay.  The  briefs  do  not  refer  specifically  to 
the  pages  of  the  record  which  counsel  desire  to  have  examined, 
and  this  of  itself  is  a  sufficient  excuse  for  not  commenting 
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upon  these  alleged  errors.  Notwithstanding  the  failure  of 
eoonsel  to  comply  with  the  rules  of  practice  promulgated  by 
this  court,  we  have  read  the  record  carefully,  and  find,  in 
view  of  the  conclusions  we  have  reached,  that  the  alleged 
errors  are  wholly  immaterial. 

As  the  evidence  sustains  the  findings  of  the  trial  court, 
notwithstanding  one  of  the  reasons  given  for  the  judgment  is 
erroneous,  the  other  reasons  are  sufficient,  and  the  judgment 
must  be  affirmed.  

Tjmm  is  or  EassNOB  or  CoNTBAcr  fob  Salb  of  Laitd^  wsmt  See  Tkom" 
ton  T.  Sh^pM  etc  B.  B.  Co,,  atUe^  p.  837. 

AdVBBSX  P068E88I0ir  IS  TaKEN  STBlCrLT,  AHD  BVIBT  PaSWHIfTHMI  IB  Dl 

Favob  of  Possxssioh  in  Subordination  to  thb  Biobtful  Ownbb:  See 
SdnoaXSbaek t.  Oltkago etc  By  Co.,  2  Am.  8t  Rep.  740,  and  note.  In  Seoti 
▼.  MlUs,  49  Ark.  266,  it  was  held  that  one  who  entered  under  oolor  of  title, 
and  after  deadening  a  few  trees,  left  the  land  and  exercised  no  other  aet  of 
cywnership  orer  it  except  to  pay  taxes,  had  not  acquired  a  title  l^  adTerse 
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m  Kajisas,  84S.J 
BbFLBTIN  BT  MOBfOAOBB.  —  LeVT  OF  EXBOUTION  ON  PbOPBBTT  SuBJBOT  TO 

CsATTXL  MoBTOAOB  gires  officer  no  greater  rights  therein  than  mort- 
gagor himself  had;  and  the  mortgagee,  upon  default  of  payment  of  the 
debti  is  entitled  to  poesession  of  the  property,  and  upon  demand  foi 
such  possession  on  the  officer,  may  bring  his  action  to  recover  the  same. 
Rbplbvin.  —It  is  No  Dbfbnsb  in  Action  bt  Mobtqagbb  aoainst  Offi« 
OBB,  to  recover  mortgaged  proper^  held  under  levy  of  execution,  to 
show  that,  at  the  time  demand  was  made  on  the  officer  for  possession, 
there  was  a  prior  outstanding  mortgage  held  by  another  person  against 
the  same  property. 

• 

Action  to  recover  possession  of  two  mares  brought  by  the 
mortgagee  after  due  demand  upon  the  officer,  one  E.  J.  Cady, 
who  was  in  possession  of  the  property.  At  the  time  of  taking 
the  mortgage  there  were  two  other  mortgages  upon  said  prop- 
erty, which  fact  was  then  fully  known  to  the  plaintiff's  agent. 
One  of  these  mortgages  was  in  favor  of  one  Ament  The  de- 
fendant Greer  was  administrator  on  the  estate  of  E.  J.  Cady. 
From  judgment  for  defendant  the  plaintiff  brought  the  case 
here  for  review.  The  other  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the 
opinion. 

Vance  and  Campbell^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

X  P.  Cheer  and  Thomas  Arehev^  for  the  defendant  in  error. 
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CLOOfiOfft  C.  The  qoeetioo  presented  for  our  connderatioo 
ie,  Are  the  oo&oludone  of  law  and  judgment  sustained  by  the 
findings  of  fiact  as  found  by  the  court?  If  they  are,  then  the 
judgment  was  proj^rly  rendered  thereon  for  the  defendant. 
At  the  time  this  action  was  commenced,  Cady,  the  constable, 
was  in  possession  of  the  property  by  virtue  of  an  execution 
regularly  issued  upon  a  judgment  in  favor  of  Mrs.  Greer.  This 
execution  was  properly  levied  upon  the  property  in  contro* 
versy,  and  by  such  levy  all  right  of  Brinzendine,  the  owner, 
was  transferred  to  the  judgment  creditor;  but  this  levy  gave 
the  constable  no  greater  right  to  the  possession  of  the  properly 
than  Brinxendine  had,  and  when  demand  was  made  upon  the 
constable  for  the  property,  it  was  his  duty  to  surrender  it  to 
the  mortgagee,  the  plaintiff  in  this  action.  This  surrender 
would  have  passed  the  property  to  the  plaintiff  with  tiiis  addi- 
tional burden  or  lien  of  the  execution  creditor,  which  would 
have  the  effect  to  transfer  whatever  right  Brinsendine  had  in 
the  proceeds  after  the  sale  of  the  property  under  the  mortgage* 
and  the  satisfaction  of  the  debt  secured  thereby  to  the  execu- 
tion creditor,  or  to  the  constable  who  held  the  execution.  Re- 
leasing the  property  to  the  plaintiff  would  not  release  the  lien 
established  by  the  levy  only  so  far  as  the  possession. of  the 
property  was  concerned;  but  the  lien  would  continue  and 
bind  the  surplus  proceeds  to  the  amount  of  the  judgment  and 
costs.  By  the  terms  of  the  mortgage,  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
the  possession  of  the  property  upon  default  in  the  payment  of 
the  debt  for  which  the  mortgage  was  given,  and  all  that  it 
was  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  do  before  bringing  the  action 
was  to  demand  the  possession  of  the  property  under  his  mort- 
gage. The  mortgage  having  been  given  to  secure  a  debt,  and 
the  debt  having  become  due,  no  demand  was  necessary  upon 
Brinsendine  for  its  payment,  and  consequently  no  demand  was 
necessary  upon  the  constable  except  for  the  possession  of  the 
property. 

Defendant  also  insists  that,  as  it  was  shown  that  Ament  had 
a  first  mortgage  upon  the  property,  which  was  also  due,  and 
gave  him  a  prior  right  to  its  possession,  for  this  reason  plain- 
tiff was  not,  at  the  commencement  of  the  action,  entitled  to  its 
possession.  It  is  true  that,  under  a  general  denial  in  an  action 
of  replevin,  the  defendant  may  show  that  the  plaintiff  is  not 
entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  property,  that  being  the  gist 
of  the  action;  and  to  defeat  plaintiff's  right  of  possession,  he 
may  not  only  show  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  posaoseion  him- 
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Bel^  but  may  also  show  that  the  right  of  poeaeseion  belongs  to 
another,  even  if  a  stranger  to  the  action;  but  this  right  of  pos- 
aession  must  be  an  absolute  right, — one  not  contingent  or 
depending  upon  circumstances  or  conditions, — and  it  would 
not  be  sufficient  to  show  that  there  were  other  and  superior 
outstanding  mortgages  against  the  property,  although,  under 
Bome  drcnmstances  or  conditions,  the  mortgagee  might  be 
entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  property,  eren  as  against  both 
plaintiff  and  defendant.  This  right  of  possession  under  a 
mortgage  is  a  right  to  be  claimed  by  the  mortgagee.  He 
might  never  claim  the  property;  it  might  not  be  neoeesary  for 
him  to  do  so;  the  debt  might  be  paid,  or  he  might  hare  other 
security  or  other  property  included  in  his  mortgage  sufficient 
to  satisfy  his  claim  independent  of  this  property.  This  being 
true,  we  think  that  the  fact  that  Ament  held  a  mortgage  on 
this  same  prc^rty  is  not  sufficient  to  defeat  the  plaintiff's 
right  to  recover  its  possession  as  against  the  defendant's  claim 
under  the  levy  of  the  execution.  He  was  entitled  to  the  prop- 
erty as  against  the  defendant,  and  as  against  all  the  world^ 
until  some  other  claimant  asserted  a  better  right. 

Again,  defendant  insists  that  the  plaintiff's  debt  had  nearly- 
jXL  been  paid  after  the  commencement  of  the  action  and  before- 
trial;  and  the  court  so  found.  The  evidence  upon  which  thiS' 
finding  was  made  was  improperly  received.  The  issue  Joined 
and  the  facts  to  be  tried  were,  whether  or  not  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  property  at  the  oommence- 
ment  of  the  action;  and  if,  after  that,  payment  or  anything 
else  had  occurred  that  would  render  plaintiff's  claim  inoper- 
ative, it  must  be  set  up  as  a  defense,  and  on  application  to  the 
court  showing  such  facts,  leave  to  file  a  supplemental  defense 
would  have  been  given,  and  an  issue  would  then  have  been 
presented.  This  was  not  done.  The  evidence  was  incompe- 
tent, and  a  finding  or  conclusion  upon  evidence  improperly 
received  on  an  issue  not  raised  by  the  pleadings  will  be  disre- 
garded by  this  court.  We  are  therefore  of  the  opinion  that  at 
the  commencement  of  this  action  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the 
immediate  possession  of  this  property  as  against  the  defendant. 

It  is  recommended  that  the  cause  be  reversed,  and  remanded 
to  the  court  below,  with  an  order  that  judgment  be  rendered 
OD  the  findings  of  fact  as  found  by  the  court,  in  £ftvor  of  the 
plaintiff  below,  for  the  possession  ^  the  prqpertyi  and  tor  costs* 

By  the  Court.    It  is  so  ordered. 

Am.  Sr.  Bmr^  Vol.  V.— 48 
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ToPBKA  Grrr  Railway  Gompant  t;.  Higgs. 

in  KAlttAi,  S7B.1 

Viouanraa— Wbut  Stred-bailwat  Oqhpavt  UxsaecAKB  to  Gabbt 
Labsb  KvHBUts  OF  Pbopui  TMily  in  «xoen  of  tiie  ■witing  capacity  of 
Hi  oan^  and  permite  paHengen  to  rido  on  tiie  platf orau  and  f oot-boaidt 
wittMNit  dbjootiony  and  ooUaota  f ara  from  tham*  and  atopa  ita  oan  irlMn 
la  aooh  croirdad  condition  that  no  aaata  ara  attainable^  and  ponnita  par* 
aoBs  to  gat  upon  tham  and  to  be  carried  from  place  to  plaae^  and  vlien 
'ihe  can  are  in  anoh  crowded  condition^  with  paianngam  ridiiig  ca  the 
:|oo*4MN»da»  rana  them  ao  near  the  interaaotifln  of  a  awxtbh  with  tiia 
main  track  that  they  cannot  paaa  without  injury  to  tfaa  paaaongei% 
tiie  company  ia  guilty  of  groia  negltgcnoe. 

SOOnvAAILWAT  OOMPAHZIB  AS   OaBBZKRS  OF   PAflnVOIBa   ABS   BOUSD  TO 

Ei^miiiB  All  PoaanLi  Skills  FoRmaar,  ard  Carr  in  ruining  their 
cai%  eo  that  paaaengen  may  not  be  ezpoeed  to  danger  on  aoooont  of  the 
in  which  the  cars  are  ran,  and  anoh  ildll  and  care  inehide  the 
of  erery  reaaonable  precantion  to  prevent  injoriea  to  pnaarwger^ 
and  impliea  that  there  ahall  be  good  tracka»  aafe  can,  carefol  managa- 
it^  and  jndioioiia  operation  in  every  respect  All  poeaible  fcteeif^ 
men  than  thia;  it  means  anticipation  if  not  knowledge  that  the 
Kiparation  of  atreet-can  will  rasnlt  in  danger  to  pesaengera,  and  tiiat 
4hen  most  be  aome  action  with  reference  to  the  fatnre^  a  prorident  can 
to  guard  against  snch  occnrrenoes,  a  wise  foresight  and  prudent  prorisioB 
that  will  sTcrt  the  threatened  evil,  if  human  thought  or  action  can  do  ao. 
<Dbbrrr  of  Garr  to  BR  RxRacffBRD  BT  Carrzrbs  of  PASanrGBBB.  —  The 
nla  nquiring  higheat  akill  and  can  in  canying  passengen  appliea  to 
tts  fallaxtent,  notonly  toateam-can,  but  to  street-can  and  other  ▼ehides 
drawn  by  lu»ses,  the  diflerence  being  in  the  means  and  instrumentalities 
aaedy  to  prevent  accident  by  reason  of  the  mode  nther  than  to  the  de- 
gree in  which  the  preventiTe  meana  an  to  be  employed.  To  eadi  mods 
d  oonv^yance  muat  beapplied  the  greatest  degree  of  skin,care^  and  fcn> 
df/bt  of  which  they  an  susceptible. 

Action  for  damages  for  injury  alleged  to  have  been  caiued 
'by  negligence  of  the  defendant  company.    Upon  trial  to  the 
.  Jury,  the  following  instruction,  among  others,  was  asked  to  be 
g;iyen,  but  was  refused:  ''  2.  The  court  instructs  the  jury  that 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  exercise  all  reasonable  pre- 
caution and  care  for  the  safety  of  its  passengers;  but  it  is  also 
the  duty  of  each  and  every  person  while  riding  on  a  street-car 
to  use  ordinary  care  for  his  own  safety,  and  reasonable  precau- 
<iion  to  guard  against  accidents.     And  if  the  jury  believe  that 
mi  the  time  the  plaintiff  got  aboard  of  defendant's  car,  on  the 
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afternoon  of  Ootober  1, 1886,  he  was  lame  and  weak,  bo  that 
be  was  not  able  by  reason  of  said  bodily  infirmities  to  nse  or- 
dinary strength  and  care  to  protect  himself  from  accident^ 
and  the  position  on  the  step  of  the  car  was  thereby  more 
basardons  to  plaintiff,  then  the  act  of  plaintiff  in  taking  the 
exposed  position  on  the  step  of  the  car  was  negligence,  and  he 
cannot  recover  in  this  case."  Among  other  qnestions  of  fact 
enhmitted  to  the  jnry  was  the  following:  *'4.  Was  not  plain-; 
tiff  requested  by  the  superintendent  of  defendant  not  to  get 
on  to  the  crowded  cars  in  his  crippled  condition,  but  to  wait, 
and  he  [the  superintendent]  would  get  him  a  seat?''  which 
was  answered  in  the  aflbmative.  The  other  necessary  facts 
appear  in  the  opinion.  Judgment  was  rendered  against  the 
defendant  company,  and  it  brought  the  case  to  this  court 

Jones  and  Mamm^  and  J.  O.  Water$j  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

WUUam  R.  Hazen^  and  Raten  andhenharij  for  the  defendant 
in  error. 

Simpson,  C.  The  defendant  in  error  was  a  passenger  on  one 
of  the  open  cars  of  the  street-railway  company  on  the  evening 
of  October  1, 1886,  at  a  time  when  there  was  a  vast  concourse  of 
people  in  the  city  of  Topeka,  drawn  together  by  a  sham  battle 
im  the  fiair-grounds  during  a  soldiers'  reunion.  The  car  upon 
which  the  defendant  in  error  was  riding  was  going  north  from 
the  fair-grounds,  along  a  street  known  as  Topeka  Avenue.  On 
this  street,  and  between  Huntoon  and  Thirteenth  streets,  is 
located,  alongside  of  the  main  track  of  the  street-railway,  and 
to  the  east  of  it,  a  switch  track,  217  feet  long  from  point  to 
point,  used  to  allow  cars  to  pass.  The  car  upon  which  defend- 
ant in  error  was  riding  was  what  is  called  an  open  car;  on 
each  side  of  the  frame  of  the  car,  extending  its  whole  length, 
there  was  a  foot-board  from  eight  to  ten  inches  wide,  to  enable 
passengers  to  step  into  and  out  of  the  car.  And  on  occasions 
when  there  was  a  large  and  unusual  number  of  passengers  to 
be  carried,  these  foot-boards  were  utilised  by  the  company, 
and  passengers  were  allowed  to  stand  upon  them,  and  to  be 
carried  on  them  from  station  to  station.  Higgs  was  standing 
on  the  west  foot-board,  north  of  the  center  of  the  car,  and  near 
to  its  front  end,  when  the  car  turned  onto  the  switch,  went  so 
far  north  on  it,  and  approached  so  near  to  its  intersection  with 
the  main  track  that  a  closed  car  coming  south  on  the  main 
track  ran  so  near  the  open  one  on  which  he  was  riding,  that 
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Ibe  WM  aqueeied  against  one  of  the  posts  tkat  support  ihe  roof 
of  the  open  car,  and  was  braised  and  it^ored  in  the  shonlderB 
and  back.  The  jury  found,  in  answer  to  special  questions 
submitted  to  them,  that  the  open  car  upon  which  he  was  rid- 
ing at  the  time  the  injury  occurred  was  in  motion;  and  there 
is  no  question  under  the  evidence  but  that  the  closed  car  going 
south  on  the  main  track  was  also  slowly  movii^.  It  does 
seem  that,  considering  the  vast  crowds  of  people  which  were 
being  transported  by  the  street-railway  company,  the  large 
number  that  was  on  tiiis  particular  car, — every  seat  being 
occupied,  the  front  and  rear  platforms  crowded,  and  many 
persons  standing  on  both  foot*boards, — it  was  gross  negUgence 
upon  the  part  of  the  employees  of  the  railway  company  to  ap- 
proach so  near  the  intersection  of  the  switch  to  the  main  track. 
This  act  of  the  employees  of  the  company  was  the  direct  and 
immediate  cause  of  the  injury  inflicted  on  the  defendant  in 
error.  It  is  among  the  special  findings  of  the  jury,  in  sub- 
stance, that  the  car  was  so  crowded  at  the  time  ^ggs  got 
upon  it  that  there  was  no  seat  which  could  be  occupied  by 
him,  and  that  his  only  chance  was  to  ride  upon  the  fiwi-board. 
It  is  in  evidence  that  when  large  numbers  of  people  were  to  be 
carried,  the  railway  company  permitted  passengers  to  ride  on 
the  foot4)oards,  and  collected  fare  from  them;  that  on  this 
occasion,  people  vastly  in  excess  of  the  number  of  seats  con- 
tained in  such  cars  were  carried,  so  that  there  was  no  contrib- 
utory negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  ia  error  in 
getting  on  the  foot-board  of  the  car  to  ride  to  town,  and  in 
standing  there,  being  unable  to  secure  a  seat  on  accoant  of 
the  crowded  condition  of  the  car,  there  not  being  a  vacant  seat 
that  he  could  have  taken.  It  is  sought  to  establish  contribo- 
tory  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  in  error  by  proof 
that  before  this  time  be  was  crippled,  and .  on  this  day  was 
using  a  crutch  and  cane;  that  the  superintendent  of  the  street- 
railway  company,  to  whom  he  was  personally  known,  had  no- 
ticed that  he  was  using  the  cruteh  and  cane,  and  had  warned 
him  not  to  attempt  to  get  on  the  cars  ''  while  there  was  such  a 
rush,"  and  promised  to  get  him  a  seat  in  the  cars;  that  Higgs 
waited  for  more  than  one  hour  after  that  promise,  during 
which  time  the  superintendent  states  that  probably  twenty- 
five  cars  had  started,  but  he  had  done  nothing  te  secure  Higgs 
a  seat.  At  the  expiration  of  this  time,  Higgs  went  north  the 
length  of  a  block,  and  he  and  a  lady  relative  whom  he  was 
escorting  on  that  day  got  on  the  car  upon  which  he  was  in- 
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jured,  and  rode  down  to  the  startrng-place,  hoping  by  that 
means  to  get  a  seat,  but  there  was  only  one  vacant  seat,  and 
that  was  given  to  the  hidy.  Aa  the  car  approached  the  usual 
stopping-place,  the  crowd  congregated  there,  awaiting  an  op- 
portunity to  get  down  town,  surged  on  the  car  as  those  who 
had  ridden  from  town  were  getting  off,  and  occupied  the  seats 
as  fast  as  they  were  vacated.  The  special  finding  is,  that 
there  was  not  a  seat  which  he  could  have  taken.  Then,  ac- 
cording to  the  usages  and  practices  of  the  company  on  such 
occasions,  he  had  the  right  to  get  upon  the  foot-board  of  the 
cnr  and  ride  thereon,  and  in  this  case  it  was  not  an  act  of 
negligence  on  his  part.  He  was  not  injured  in  the  act  of  get- 
ting on  the  car,  as  the  superintendent  seemed  to  be  in  fear  of; 
this  act  he  bad  performed  safely,  but  be  was  injured  by  the 
2i^;ligence  of  the  employees  of  the  company,  who  permitted 
the  open  car  to  be  placed  so  near  the  point  of  intersection  of 
the  switch  with  the  main  track  that  the  cars  could  not  pass 
each  other  with  safety  to  the  passengers.  We  cannot  see  that 
his  use  of  a  cane,  and  his  temporary  use  <A  the  crutch  on  that 
day,  relieve  the  company  from  the  liability  caused  by  this  act 
of  gross  negligence  on  its  part.  It  appears  from  the  evidence 
that  the  driver  of  the  car  was  temporarily  employed  for  the 
time  of  the  reunion,  and  was  probably  inexperienced  by  want 
of  former  employment  in  this  line  of  work,  although  the  com* 
pany  kept  him  in  its  employment  after  the  aecident,  and  up 
to  the  time,  of  the  trial  of  the  cause. 

It  is  said  that  he  could  have  seen  the  car  coming  on  the 
main  track,  and  avoided  the  injury  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
caution.  This  is  a  dangerous  assumption  fixr  the  plaintiff  in 
error;  it  is  virtually  saying  that  the  use  of  his  eyes  ought  to 
have  made  it  apparent  that  the  company  was  about  to  commit 
an  act  of  gross  negligence;  but  as  he  says  he  did  not  see  the 
car  until  a  moment  before  the  injury  occurred,  we  would  much 
rather  assume,  for  the  sake  of  the  employees  on  both  cars,  that 
the  risk  was  not  so  imminent  as  to  be  seen  and  apprehended 
by  the  passengers.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  he  did  not  see  the 
danger  until  it  was  too  late  to  avoid  it.  He  was  not  guilty  of 
contributory  negligence  in  respect  to  any  of  the  acts  and  mat* 
ters  alleged. 

It  must  be  held  that  when  a  street-railway  company  under* 
takes  to  carry  large  numbers  of  people,  vastly  in  excess  of  the 
aeating  capacity  of  its  cars,  and  permits  passengers  to  ride  on 
the  platforms  and  foot-boards,  without  objection,  and  collects 
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fare  firom  tbem,  and  stops  its  can  when  in  such  a  crowded 
condition  that  no  seats  are  attainable,  and  permits  penons  to 
get  upon  them  to  be  carrried  from  place  to  place,  and  when 
the  cars  are  in  each  a  crowded  condition,  with  paseengers 
riding  on  the  foot-boards,  runs  them  so  near  the  intersection 
of  a  sfritch  with  the  main  track  that  they  cannot  paes  with- 
out injury  to  passengers,  the  company  is  guilty  of  gross  negli- 
gence. 

There  is  a  very  vigorous  criticism  of  some  instructions  given, 
and  of  the  refusal  to  give  others,  as  requested  by  the  plaintiff 
in  error;  but  the  important  question  to  be  solved  is  presented 
by  the  third  instruction  given,  to  wit:  "  Carriers  of  passengers 
are  bound  to  exercise  all  possible  skill,  foresight,  and  care  in 
the  running  of  their  cars,  so  that  passengers  may  not  be  ex- 
posed to  danger  on  account  of  the  manner  in  which  the  can 
are  run."    It  is  said  that  this  places  the  dq;ree  of  care  re* 
quired  of  a  street-railway  company  too  high,  and  hence  it  was 
error.    Admitting  that  this  instruction  does  hold  the  street- 
railway  company  to  a  too  strict  rule  of  diligence,  and  yet,  as 
we  view  the  evidence  on  the  whole  record,  we  would  still  hesi- 
tate to  reverse  the  case.    We  doubt  whether  it  would  have 
been  error  in  the  trial  court  to  have  instructed  the  jury,  as  a 
matter  of  law,  that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  gross  negligence 
in  running  its  cars,  for  several  reasons:  first,  the  question  of 
negligence  in  this  case  is  to  be  determined  very  largely  by 
the  character  of  the  act,  and  not  by  the  character  for  care  and 
caution  which  the  street-railway  company  may  sustain,  or  by 
the  care  and  caution  it  was  trying  to  exercise  generally  on 
this  particular  occasion.    The  negligence  complained  of  here 
was  the  commission  of  such  an  act,  to  wit,  the  placing  of  the 
car  on  the  switch  so  near  the  point  of  intersection  with  the 
main  track  that  the  most  ordinary  mind  oould  see  that  injury 
would  follow  to  those  standing  on  the  foot-boards.    It  seems 
that  the  evidence  offered  by  the  street-railway  company  ag- 
gravates, rather  than  excuses,  the  negligence.    It  is,  in  sub- 
stance, that  there  was  another  car  going  north,  and  following 
the  one  the  injury  occurred  on,  and  that  it  was  necessary  to 
drive  the  first  so  far  north  on  the  switch  as  to  allow  the  one 
that  was  following  room  on  the  switch  to  pass  the  south-bound 
car  on  the  main  track.    This  is  a  demonstration  that  the 
switch  was  not  properly  constructed,  that  it  was  too  short,  or 
that  it  was  intended  for  only  one  car,  and  ought  not  to  have 
been  used  by  both  cars  going  north.    In  either  case,  it  shows 
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''  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  company.  The  snperintendent 
of  the  company  testified  that  the  lengUi  of  the  switch  was  217 
feet  from  point  to  point;  that  from  the  north  point  of  tho^ 
switch,  running  soath,  the  radius  of  increase  of  the  width  be-^ 
tween  the  switch  and  main  track  for  the  first  forty  feet  is  one- 
inch  to  the  foot;  for  the  next  twenty  or  thirty  feet  there  is  not 
so  much  increase,  as  it  then  approaches  a  straight  line  paral- 
lel with  the  main  track;  that  the  cars  could  pass  each  other 
and  not  touch  when  the  front  end  of  the  car  on  the  switcb 
was  twenty-six  feet  from  the  point  where  the  switch  left  the- 
main  track.  It  is  from  seventy  to  seventy-two  feet  from  the- 
points  of  intersection  where  the  switch  commences  to  curve  in 
for  the  purpose  of  running  on  the  main  track.  This  leaves  a 
length  of  switch  with  an  equal  distance  from  the  main  track 
of  forty-eight  feet,  the  distance  from  the  main  track  being  not 
quite  two  feet.  A  person  riding  on  the  foot-board  would  be 
perfectly  safe  at  any  point  on  the  switch  until  after  it  curves 
toward  the  main  track.  The  skill,  care,  and  precaution  of 
drivers,  conductors,  and  the  superintendent  generaUy  amount 
to  nothing,  in  view  of  the  plain  fact  that  this  car  was  driven 
too  far  north  on  the  switch.  It  was  this  act,  in  this  particular 
case,  that  was  the  direct  and  immediate  cause  of  the  ixyury. 

The  defendant  in  error  had  a  right  to  presume  due  care  on 
the  part  of  the  railway  company.  He  was  riding  on  the  car 
in  a  position  allowed  to  be  occupied  by  other  passengers  on 
like  occasions;  he  had  no  control  over  the  employees  of  the 
company,  and  no  knowledge  of  the  switch,  or  that  the  com- 
pany was  using  it  beyond  its  safe  and  reasonable  capacity,  but 
he  had  the  undoubted  right  to  rely  on  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
prudence  by  the  street-railway  company,  both  as  to  the  use  of 
the  switch  and  the  management  of  its  cars  in  the  act  of  pass- 
ing each  other,  when  one  or  both  were  crowded  with  passen- 
gers.  The  fact  that  the  cars,  both  in  motion,  came  so  near 
each  other  in  the  act  of  passing  that  the  injured  man  waa 
pressed  by  them,  squeezed  in  between  them,  is  not  in  dispute.. 
Hence  we  say  that  if  the  court  below  had  charged  the  jury,  ae 
a  matter  of  law,  that  this  was  gross  negligence  on  the  pajrt  of 
the  street-railway  company,  we  would  hesitate  to  say  that  it 
was  error;  but  as  that  was  not  done,  we  will  consider  the  in* 
struction,  and  determine  whether  or  not  it  stated  the  rule  off 
diligence.  Cars  drawn  by  horses  upon  rails  are  in  the  maiik 
governed  by  the  same  rules  as  other  vehicles:  Shearman  and 
Bedfield  on  Negligence,  8d  ed.,  812.    In  an  action  to  recover 
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damages  for  personal  damages  sustained  as  a  passenger  in  a 
stage-coach,  the  conrt  has  approved  an  instniciion  which 
stated  that  '^  a  stage-coach  proprietor  who  carries  passmgers 
for  hire  is  responsible  for  all  accidents  and  injuries  happening 
to  passengers  which  might  have  been  prevented  by  human 
care  and  foresight*':  Sawyer  v.  Sauerj  10  Kan.  466.  So  that 
the  only  objection  to  the  instruction  given  in  this  case  results 
from  the  use  of  the  word  "  possible,"  and  it  means  '*  liable 
to  happen  or  come  to  pass";  "capable  of  existing,  or  of  being 
conceived  or  thought  of";  "capable  of  being  done";  "  not  con- 
trary to  the  nature  of  things":  Webster's  Dictionary.  "All 
possible  skill  and  care"  implies  that  every  reasonable  precau- 
tion in  the  management  and  operation  of  streei*cars  be  used 
to  prevent  injuries  to  passengers;  it  means  good  tracks,  safe 
cars,  experienced  drivers,  careful  management,  and  judicious 
eperatioQ  in  every  respect.  All  possible  foresight  means  more 
than  this;  it  means  anticipation,  if  not  knowledge,  that  the 
operation  of  street-cars  will  result  in  danger  to  passengers,  and 
that  there  must  be  some  action  with  reference  to  the  future,  a 
provident  care  to  guard  against  such  occurrences,  a  wise  Core- 
thought  and  prudent  provision  that  will  avert  the  threatened 
evil,  if  human  thought  or  action  can  do  sa  Is  it  possible  that 
the  thought  never  occurred  to  any  one  of  the  persons  operating 
this  street-railway  that  a  car  on  the  main  track  and  one  on 
the  switch  could  run  so  okse  together  that  they  would  collide, 
or  that  some  one  might  be  injured  by  their  proximity?  The 
instruction  as  applied  to  the  particular  facts  of  this  case  is  not 
objectionable;  its  phraseology  may  not  be  felicitous,  but  it  does 
not  practically  require  any  greater  or  higher  degree  of  care 
than  if  the  expression  used  had  been  "  the  highest"  or  "  the 
utmost,"  and  these  are  frequently  found  in  the  reported  cases. 

The  case  of  TuUer  v.  TaJbot,  28  111.  357,  76  Am.  Dec.  695, 
cited  by  plaintiff  in  error,  is  a  case  of  injury  bya  stage-cxMich, 
and  the  court  says:  "  Common  carriers  of  persons  are  required 
to  do  all  that  human  care,  vigilance,  and  foresight  reason- 
ably can  under  the  circumstances,  in  view  of  the  character 
and  mode  of  conveyance  adopted,  to  prevent  accident  to  pas- 
sengers." All  that  human  care  can  do  is  the  "highest," 
"utmost,"  "possible"  effort. 

The  case  of  Meier  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co^  64  Pa.  St.  226^ 
8  Am.  Rep.  581,  is  one  in  which  a  passenger  in  a  sleeping-car 
was  injured  by  the  axle  of  the  forward  truck  of  the  car  break* 
ing,  by  teason  of  a  latent  defect  in  its  construction,  not 
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if         ible  by  those  who  were  skilled  in  such  matters^  and  has  no 
s  application  here,  the  facts  being  entirely  different;  and  jret  the 

II  court  says  in  that  case:  *'The  carrier  may  relieve  himself  by 

(I  showing  that  the  injury  arose  from  an  accident  which  the  ut- 

'  most  skill,  foresight,  and  diligence  could  not  prevent." 

1:  The  supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  in  its  opinion  in 

f  the  case  of  P.  d:  R.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Det^^  14  How.  468,  says: 

I  *^  When  carriers  undertake  to  convey  persons  by  the  powerful 

but  dangerous  agency  of  steam^  public  policy  and  pubHc  safety 
require  that  they  be  held  to  the  greatest  possible  care  and 
diligence.'' 

In  that  case  it  was  the  greatest  possible  care  and  diligence 
in  the  management  of  steam^^rs;  in  this  case  it  is  all  possible 
•kill,  foresighty  and  care  in  the  use  of  horse-cars.  Boith  of  these 
expressions  are  used  with  reference  to  the  character  and  modes 
of  conveyance  adopted  in  either  case.  They  are  similar  ia 
meaning  and  in  legal  effect,-  and  yet  are  not  to  be  understood 
to  require  that  the  same  preventive  measures  or  wise  precau* 
tions  which  are  taken  by  those  directing  the  operation  of 
0team-car8  must  be  taken  by  those  in  charge  of  horse-cars; 
but  they  do  mean  that  the  best  effort  of  the  minds  direct- 
ing the  operation  and  supervising  the  management  of  steam- 
cars  and  of  hone-cars  shall  be  diligently  applied  in  devising 
ways  and  means  to  prevent  iqjuries  to  passengers  being  car* 
ried  thereon.  Bteam-cars  may  require  greater  care  in  their 
management  and  greater  caution  in  their  operation,  but  the 
passengers  are  entitled  to  the  highest  possible  degree  of  each; 
60  those  riding  on  street-cars  have  the  l^al  right  to  insist  that 
they  shall  be  managed  and  operated  with  all  possible  skill, 
care,  and  foresight  which  in  their  nature  they  are  capable  of. 
The  theory  of  oounsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  seems  to  be 
that  the  rule  of  highest  skill -can  only  be  applied  to  cars  pro- 
pelled by  steam,  because  it  is  the  most  dangerous  of  all  modes 
of  conveyance.  We  think  that  the  rule  applies  to  stieet-cars 
and  other  vehicles  drawn  by  horses,  to  its  full  extent,  the 
difference  being  in  the  means  and  instrumentalities  used  to 
prevent  accident  by  reason  of  the  mode,  rather  than  to  the 
degree,  in  which  the  preventive  means  are  to  be  employed. 
To  each  must  be  applied  the  greatest  degree  of  skill,  care,  and 
foresight  of  w&ich  they  are  susceptible  to  avoid  liability  for 
injuries  occasioned  in  their  operation.  We  think  there  is  no 
error  in  the  instructions  given,  and  no  error  in  refbsing  the 
instructions  asked  for. 
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ObjeotioQ  is  made  to  instrnctionB  four  and  six,  wherein  the 
court  instmets  the  jury  that  the  mere  fiact  that  the  plaintiff 
Higgs  was  riding  on  the  step  of  the  ear  would  not  defeat  his 
right  to  recoTer,  if  it  was  customary  to  ride  there,  and  the  car 
was  BO  crowded  he  could  not  procure  a  seat,  and  if  he  rode 
there  without  objection  from  the  conductor  or  other  employee 
of  the  company;  and  it  is  said  they  were  clearly  wrong  be* 
cause  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  permission  to  ride  on  the 
step,  and  because  the  evidence  was  undisputed  that  the  plain- 
tiff Higgs  had  been  distinctly  warned  against  riding  there; 
and  the  case  of  HueUenhamp  r.  Citizens^  Ry  Co.^  84  Mo.  45,  is 
cited  and  claimed  to  be  decisive  of  this  question.  What  are 
the  facts  as  developed  by  the  witnesses  produced  by  the  plain- 
tiff in  error?  The  superintendent  said:  "I  said  to  Higgs, 
don't  try  to  get  on  the  cars  while  there  is  such  a  rush;  as  soon 
as  I  can,  I  will  get  yon  a  seat ";  but  he  never  did  anything 
more  than  talk  to  him;  made  no  effort  to  furnish  a  seat. 
It  is  not  in  terms  a  warning  not  to  ride  on  the  foot-board;  it 
is  an  expresston  of  fear  that,  as  he  was  crippled,  he  might  get 
hurt  in  the  rush,  coupled  with  a  promise  to  get  him  a  seat. 
He  did  not  get  hurt  in  the  "rush,"  and  he  did  not  get  a  seat. 
The  superintendent  also  stated  that  at  the  reunion  it  was  cus- 
tomary for  persons  to  ride  on  the  foot-boards,  on  the  platform 
of  the  cars,  and  even  on  the  top  of  the  cars,  and  that  the  con- 
ductors collected  £are  from  them  wherever  they  rode,  but  they 
were  requested  not  to  so  ride  by  him;  that  on  all  cars  that 
started  after  he  had  promised  Higgs  to  get  him  a  seat,  persons 
were  riding  on  the  foot-boards;  that  upon  all  the  cars  coming 
to  and  going  from  the  city  the  company  allowed  men,  women, 
and  children  to  continuously  ride  upon  the  front  platform, 
the  rear  platform,  and  also  upon  the  foot-boards  of  the  cars, 
and  collected  fare  from  them;  that  fare  was  collected  from 
men  riding  on  the  top  of  the  cars  the  same  as  if  they  had 
ridden  on  the  inside  of  the  cars;  that  the  seating  capacity  of 
an  open  car  is  twenty-five  persona,  and  it  carried  from  that 
number  to  eighty  persons;  that  it  stopped  to  receive  passen- 
gers and  allowed  them  to  get  on  long  after  the  seats  were  all 
occupied;  that  fare  was  collected  if  they  got  on  the  car,  with- 
out reference  to  whether  they  had  a  seat  or  not  The  conductor 
of  the  car  said  that  it  was  a  fact  that  passengers  continuously 
rode  on  the  foot-boards,  and  sometimes  on  the  top  of  the  cars, 
and  he  collected  fkre  from  them.  These  citations  from  the 
evidence  in  the  record  abundantly  establish  the  proposition 
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that  on  this  occasion  the  defeudant  in  error  bad  permission  to 
ride  on  the  foot-boards,  and  had  not  been  distinctly  warned 
against  riding  there.  These  facts  justify  the  instractions 
complained  of.  The  case  cited  was  reversed,  because  no  such 
permission  was  proved  or  shown  on  the  trial  below;  here  it  was 
shown  conclusively  by  the  witnesses  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 
that  the  usage  and  practice,  whenever  there  was*  a  large  crowd 
to  be  accommodated,  was  for  men,  women,  and  children  to 
continuously  ride  on  the  foot-boards,  and  that  fare  was  always 
collected  from  them. 

The  second  instruction  asked  by  the  street-railway  company 
was  properly  refused,  b^ause  it  did  not  state  the  rule  of  dili- 
gence and  care  required  by  such  company  in  the  operataon  of 
its  road  and  the  management  of  its  cars. 

The  answer  to  special  question  No.  4,  submitted  to  the  juiyi 
must  be  construed  in  the  light  of  the  evidence  respeeting  the 
subject-matter  of  the  interrogatory.  In  the  view  of  counsel  tor 
plaintiff  in  error,  a  person  in  a  crippled  condition  has  no  right 
to  ride  on  a  street-car  under  any  ciroumstanoes,  except  when  a 
seat  is  furnished  by  some  employee  of  the  company.  It  is  un* 
questioned  that  the  company  can  make  all  such  rules  respect- 
ing the  manner  in  getting  off  or  on  the  cars;  the  place  where 
passengers  are  to  ride;  and  every  other  reasonable  regulation 
that  conduces  to  the  safety  and  accommodation  of  the  persons 
to  be  carried  over  its  line,  and  has  the  undoubted  right  to  in- 
sist on  their  due  observance;  but  having  done  so,  the  company 
must  not  be  the  first  to  vidate  them  or  depart  from  their  re- 
quirements; so  that  if  it  is  permitting  men,  women,  and  chil- 
dren, on  publio  occasions,  when  there  is  a  large  number  of 
persons  to  be  carried,  to  ride  on  the  foot-boards  of  its  cars,  it 
cannot  relieve  itself  of  liability  for  an  injury  to  a  person  on 
the  foot*board  by  a  warning  and  a  promise  of  a  seat.  The  de- 
fendant in  error  had  the  same  right  to  ride  on  the  foot-board 
of  the  car  as  any  other  passenger  whom  they  carried  on  that 
day.  If^  on  account  of  his  crippled  condition,  he  had  been  in- 
jured by  people  rushing  to  get  on  or  off  the  cars  of  the  com- 
pany, of  course  no  liability  would  attach  to  the  company  on 
account  of  such  an  injury.  His  crippled  condition  did  not 
change  his  rights,  or  vary  the  duties  and  obligations  of  ths 
company  as  a  carrier  of  passengers,  in  any  respect,  except 
that  he  was  entitled  to  a  longer  time  in  which  to  get  on  or  off 
the  cars  than  a  passenger  who  was  not  crippled  or  infirm.  He 
was  not  injured  by  reason  of  his  crippled  condition,  nor  is  there 
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any  evidence  which  ehows  that  rach  condition^  either  direcfly 
or  indirecUyy  contributed  in  any  manner  to  the  injury. 

It  is  also  insisted,  in  this  connection,  that  the  position  taken 
knowingly  and  intentionally  by  the  defendant  in  error  is  neg- 
ligence per  Uy  and  for  that  reason  the  company  is  not  liable. 
While  we  have  substantially  disposed  of  this  objection  in 
what  we  have  said  on  another  branch  of  the  case,  it  is  well  to 
reinforce  that  view  by  citations  from  a  few  well-considered 
cases.  In  Qermantovm  Ry  Co.  v.  WaJBing^  97  Pa.  St.  55,  39 
Am.  Rep.  796,  "the  passenger  voluntarily  got  upon  a  car  so 
crowded  that  he  was  obliged  to  take  a  position  on  the  step  of 
the  front  platform  of  the  car,  occupied  at  the  time  by  two 
other  men,  between  whom  he  squeezed  into  a  position,  whOTe, 
for  the  purpose  of  retaining  his  place,  he  was  obliged  to  hold 
fast  with  one  hand  to  the  dasher,  and  with  the  other  to  the 
iron-bar  under  the  window  of  the  car.  The  car  shaped  wbmi 
he  hailed  it,  and  received  him  as  a  passenger.  The  driver 
testifies  that  he  knew  the  car  was  so  fuU  a  man  oould  not  go 
through  it  to  the  rear  platform.  Crowded  as  it  was,  the  con- 
ductor said  there  was  room  for  more,  both  inside  and  on  the 
rear  platform,  but  Walling  first  tried  to  get  on  the  rear  plat- 
form, and  faUing,  went  to  the  front.  Conduetor,  driver,  and 
passengers  acted  as  if  there  was  room  so  long  as  a  man  could 
find  rest  for  his  feet,  and  a  place  to  hold  on  with  his  hands. 
The  companies  do  not  consider  such  practioes  dangerous,  for 
they  knowingly  suffer  it,  and  are  parties  to  it  Their  cars 
stop  for  passengers  when  none  but  experienced  conductors  see 
a  footing  inside  or  out.  Street-railway  companies  have  all 
along  considered  their  platforms  a  place  of  safety,  and  so 
have  the  public.  Shall  the  court  say  that  riding  on  a  plat- 
form is  so  dangerous  that  one  who  pays  for  standing  there  can 
recover  nothing  for  an  injury  arising  from  the  company's  de- 
fault? So  little  danger  exists  in  riding  on  platforms,  accidents 
to  passengers  while  thus  riding  are  so  rare,  that  this  is  the  first 
time  the  question  raised  has  been  presented  in  Pennsylvania." 

In  Me€9d  v.  X.  &  B.  S*  R.  Co.^  8  Allen,  284,  the  court  said: 
<<Tbe  seats  inside  are  not  the  only  places  where  the  managers 
expect  passengers  to  remain,  but  it  is  notorious  that  they  stop 
habitually  to  receive  passengers  to  stand  inside  till  the  car  is 
foil,  and  continue  to  stop  and  receive  them  even  after  there 
is  no  place  to  stand  except  on  the  steps  of  the  platfioma. 
Ndther  the  officers  of  these  corporations,  nor  the  managers  of 
the  cars,  nor  the  traveling  public,  seem  to  regard  this  practSoe 
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as  haiardous,  nor  doee  ejtperieoce  thus  far  seem  to  requite 
that  it  should  be  restrained  on  acconnt  of  the  danger.  Therv 
is  therefore  no  basis  upon  which  the  court  can  decide,  upon 
the  evidence  reported,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  use  ordinarj 
care." 

The  facts  in  this  case  were  very  similar  to  the  one  cited 
from  Pennsylvania.  Standing  on  the  front  platform  of  a 
horse-car  when  there  is  room  inside  is  not  conclusive  evidence 
that  the  person  injured  by  the  driver's  default  was  not  exer- 
cising due  care:  Maguire  v.  MiddUiex  R.  R.  Co.^  115  Mass* 
289. 

A  street-railway  company  has  the  right  to  carry  passengers 
on  the  platforms,  and  if  a  passenger  be  injured  while  stand- 
ing there,  without  objection  by  the  oompany^s  agent,  whether 
the  injury  was  with  his  contributory  negligence  is  tat  the  jury 
to  decide,  under  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  detailed  in  the 
evidence:  Bums  v.  BelUfontaine  Ry  Co.,  50  Mo.  189.  It  has 
also  been  decided  in  other  states  that  if  a  passenger  be  in- 
jured while  standing  on  the  platform  of  a  street  or  horse  car^ 
the  question  of  his  contributory  negligence  is  one  of  fiBtct  for 
the  jury. 

In  Nolan  v.  BrooUyn^  C,  ^  N.  R.  R.  Co.y  a  very  recent  case 
decided  by  the  New  York  court  of  appeals,  87  N.  Y.  63,  41 
Am.  Rep.  845,  "the  plaintiff,  a  passenger  on  a  street-car,  rode 
on  the  front  platform,  without  warning  or  notice  to  the  con- 
trary, for  the  purpose  of  smoking.  There  was  plenty  of  room 
inside,  but  the  conductor  took  his  fare  without  comment.'' 
Being  thrown  off  and  injured  by  a  violent  and  negligent  jolt, 
it  was  held  that  he  was  not  debarred  from  recovery  by  occu- 
pying the  platform.  It  seems  from  these  cases  that  there 
oould  be  no  pretense  for  saying,  under  the  particular  facts  of 
this  case,  that  the  defendant  in  error  was  negligent  per  te. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  other  exceptions  which  would  justify 
a  reversal. 

It  is  recommended  that  the  judgment  be  affirmed. 

By  the  Coubt.    It  is  so  ordered. 


Common  Caxbisb  is  Bouvd  to  Ubs  All  PottDLi  FoBUSBr  a9i>  Gabm 
to  prevent  injury  to  paasanger:  See  Chicago  tic*  R,  R.  Co,  v.  MUfwy,  anie^ 
p.  483,  and  note. 

Common  CABRm  PsBMirnNo  Passbnocrto  Rxdb  nv  Danosbous  Posi- 
tion, without  warning  him  of  danger,  ia  liable  for  any  consequent  injury  to 
the  paaaenger*  See  Lak$  Shore  etc  B,  B.  Co,  v.  Brown,  amtCf  p.  61(^  and  noU» 
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In  ffmmaifipwn  Pom.  Ifp  Co.  t.  WaOlmff,  87  Am.  Rap.  711,  99  Id.  796^  ift  tm 
hM  that  wlian  a  piiwnifliir  gstt  upon  tht  steps  of  the  platform  of  a  orairdid 
atmt-oart  and  atMida  thm  dumg  tha  tr^  witfaoat  objaotioa  from  tha 
•ooa  in  ohuga  of  tha  oar,  ha  ia  not  onnrfnrivaly  nagUgant  to  aa  to  bar 
ary  for  a  oooMqaent  injwy. 


SouTHBBN  Kansas  Railway  Company  v.  Biob. 

EoLB  OF  Vammob  wm  Wbovovitl  BxruLHov  ibom  IUn«moAi>  Tkinr  1% 
that  pammflsr  may  recoYor  for  hia  tCma,  hioonTaDianoe^  tha  nicmmiy 
azpaoMt  to  whioh  ha  ia  fabjaotad,  and  if  treated  with  ▼fnlanaa  or  in  aa 
iaralting  mannar,  for  the  injnriea  to  hia  parMm  and  faalingi,  If  Um  as- 
pnlaion  ba  malioioai,  or  throni^  nagliganoa  whieh  ia  gram  and  wanted 
than  axamplmx  damagm  may  ba  awarded. 

Oei>rge  JZ.  Peel^  A.  A.  Hwd^  and  BobeH  Dunlap^  tor  the 
plaintiff  in  error. 

John  T.  LUUe  and  Bamud  T.  Beaton^  for  the  defendant  in 
error. 


HoBTOxr,  0.  J.  On  October  29,  1886,  Benjamin 
colored  man,  purchased  of  the  ticket  agent  of  the  Southern 
Kansas  Railway  Company,  at  Olathe,  in  this  state,  for  fifty 
cents,  a  limited  railroad  ticket  to  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  and 
return,  good  for  three  days,  the  date  of  issue  being  stamped 
on  the  back.  On  that  day  he  was  carried  as  a  passenger  by 
the  railway  company,  upon  one  of  its  passenger  trains,  from 
Olathe  to  Kansas  City.  The  "going  coupon''  of  the  ticket 
was  torn  off  and  taken  up  by  the  conductor  of  the  train.  On 
the  next  day,  October  80th,  Rice,  desiring  to  return  to  Olathe, 
hoarded  one  of  the  passenger  trains  of  the  company,  which  left 
Kansas  City  about  ten  o'clock,  p.  m.,  and  when  the  conductor 
•called  upon  him  for  his  fare,  presented  the  "return  coupon'* 
•of  the  ticket,  which  he  had  purchased  the  day  before.  The 
-conductor  took  it  to  the  light,  and  after  examining  it,  handed 
it  back  to  Rice,  saying  it  was  not  good,  and  informed  him 
that  he  could  not  honor  it.  Rice  insisted  that  the  ticket  was 
good,  and  said  to  the  conductor  that  he  had  purchased  the 
ticket  the  day  before,  and  that  he,  the  conductor,  had  carried 
him  upon  the  ticket  to  Kansas  City  on  that  day.  Another 
passenger  also  stated  to  the  conductor  at  the  time  that  he  had 
seen  Rice  purchase  the  ticket  on  the  29th.  The  conductor 
leplied  that  he  could  not  honor  the  ticket,  and  subsequently 
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took  hold  of  Rice's  coat-collar,  and  led  him  out  of  the  car. 
Bice  had  no  money  to  pay  any  extra  fare;  and  when  he  was  oil 
the  car,  or  abont  to  get  off,  a  friend  gave  him  Beventy^flve 
cents,  which  he  gave  to  the  conductor,  who  returned  him  five 
cents,  punched  a  receipt  for  his  fiEure,  and  permitted  him  to 
ride  to  Olatbe. 

On  the  part  of  Rice,  it  is  contended  that  the  ticket  he  pre- 
eented  showed  plainly  on  its  back  that  it  was  stamped  at 
Olathe  on  the  29th  of  October;  that  he  told  the  conductor  that 
he  did  not  have  any  money  to  pay  any  more  fare;  that  he 
was  quietly  in  his  seat  as  a  passenger  when  ordered  by  the 
conductor  to  leave  the  train;  that  he  did  not  make  any  forci- 
ble resistance  to  the  orders  of  the  conductor,  but  that  the  con- 
ductor took  him  out  of  the  car,  and  off  upon  the  steps  of  the 
platform. 

On  the  part  of  the  railway  company  it  is  claimed  that  the 
ticket  had  been  folded  up  and  creased  at  the  date;  that  the  con- 
ductor took  it  to  the  light  and  examined  it  carefully;  that  the 
date  was  obliterated;  that  the  ticket  looked  so  old  and  worn 
that  the  conductor  believed  it  had  expired;  that  he  informed 
Rice  that  the  ticket  was  not  good,  and  that  he  could  not  ride 
upon  it,  but  would  have  to  pay  fare;  that  when  the  train 
reached  HoUiday,  the  conductor  inquiied  of  Rice  what  he  was 
going  to  do;  that  Rice  then  refused  to  pay  fiare  or  get  off  the 
train;  that  the  conductor  then  took  hold  of  Rice's  coat-coUar 
and  led  him  to  the  platform  of  the  station,  or  to  the  last  step 
of  the  car;  that  then  a  friend  told  Rice  to  come  back  and  he 
would  give  him  money  to  pay  his  fare,  and  the  conductor  per- 
mitted Rice  to  take  his  seat  and  ride  to  his  destination;  that 
when  Rice  was  informed  that  he  would  have  to  pay  his  faze  or 
leave  the  car,  it  was  his  duty  to  do  one  or  the  other;  that  he 
ehould  have  paid  his  fare  and  relied  upon  his  remedy  to  re- 
cover it  back;  that  if  he  could  not  do  this  he  should  have 
quietly  left  the  train,  and  not  provoked  or  made  necessary  an 
assault;  that  therefore  be  should  have  recovered  only  seventy- 
one  cents,  that  amount  being  the  sum  assessed  by  the  jury  for 
his  pecuniary  loss.  The  railroad  company  asked  instructions 
which  tended  to  limit  the  amount  of  damages  that  Rice  was 
entitled  to  recover  to  the  exact  fare  paid  by  him,  with  interest 
thereon.  The  court  refused  to  give  these  instructions,  but  di- 
rected the  jury,  among  other  things,  as  follows:  "  I  instruct 
you  that  if  you  find  the  plaintiff  presented  to  the  conductor 
ior  his  passage  a  limited  ticket,  good  only  for  three  days  from 
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the  date  of  its  sale,  and  that  the  condiiotory  from  the  matilmted 
and  worn  conditioD  of  the  ticket,  was  nnabie  to  read  the  date 
OD  the  tieketi  and  honestly  believed  that  the  ticket  was  an  old 
one,  and  not  good,  and  for  this  reason,  and  withoat  any  nn- 
neoessaiy  force  or  indignity  to  the  plaintififi  required  him  to 
pay  his  {kre  or  get  off,  and  did,  upon  refosal  and  foilnxe  to  pay 
fare,  remoye  said  plaintiff,  without  any  unnecessary  forae  and 
without  injury  to  his  person,  to  the  platform  of  the  car,  or  to 
the  platform  or  ground  at  a  regular  station,  and  then  plaintiff 
paid  his  fore  and  continued  his  journey  on  the  same  train  and 
without  delay, — then,  if  you  find  as  a  foot  that  the  ikkei  pce- 
sented  by  plaintiff  was  a  good  and  valid  tickety  and  that  the 
couductor  had  no  right  to  collect  this  fore  from  the  plaintiff, 
you  must  find  a  Tordlct  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  measure  of 
his  damages  would  be  the  amount  of  fare  paid  by  him,  with 
interest  at  seyen  per  cent  per  annum  from  October  80,  1885, 
and  actual  compensation  for  the  injury  and  outrage,  if  any, 
suffered  by  plaintiff  fieom  the  alleged  assault" 

We  perceiTe  no  error  in  this  instruction.  In  actions  for  the 
recovery  of  damages  for  the  wrongfbl  expulsion  of  a  passengsr 
from  a  train,  the  passenger  may  recover  for  his  time,  inoon* 
venience,  the  necessary  expenses  to  which  he  is  sulgected;  and 
if  treated  with  violence,  or  in  an  insulting  manner,  for  the  in- 
juries to  his  perscm  and  feelings.  If  the  expulsion  be  malietoos, 
or  through  negligence  which  is  gross  and  wanton,  then  exem* 
plary  damages  may  be  awarded. 

''There  is  a  special  duty  on  the  carrier  to  protect  its  passen- 
gers, not  only  against  the  violence  and  insults  of  strangers  and 
co-passengers,  but  a  fortiori  against  the  violence  and  insults 
of  its  own  servants,  and  that  for  abroach  of  that  duty  he  ought 
to  be  compelled  to  make  the  amplest  reparation.  The  law 
wisely  and  justly  holds  him  to  a  strict  and  rigorous  acoount- 
bility.  We  would  not  relax  in  the  slightest  degree  this  strict 
accountability.  We  know  that  upon  it  in  no  small  degree 
depends  the  safety  and  comfort  of  passengers":  if.  K.  A  31 
R'y  Co.  V.  Weaver^  16  Kan.  456;  Kamao  Pacific  JTy  Co.  v.  Eeo^ 
Ut,  18  Id.  528. 

We  fully  concede  that  no  one  has  a  right  to  resort  to  force 
to  compel  the  performance  of  a  contract  made  ?rith  him  by 
another;  and  a  passenger  about  to  be  wrongfully  expelled 
from  a  railroad  train  need  not  require  force  to  be  exerted  to 
secure  his  rights,  or  increase  his  damages.  For  any  breach  of 
contract  or  gross  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  conductor  or 


Jan.  1888.]    SoutHBUN  Kakbas  Railway  Co.  v.  Hjom.     76^ 

dher  emplo7e60  of  a  railroad  eompanj,  redress  must  be  sought 
ift  the  courts,  rather  than  by  the  strong  arm  of  the  persoik 
who  thinks  himself  about  to  be  deprived  of  his  rights.  A. 
passenger  should  not  be  permitted  to  invite  a  wrong  and  fhenn 
complain  of  it:  HaU  v.  Memphis  A  C.  R.  R.  Co.y  16  Fed.  Rep*. 
57;  T^mend  v.  N.  Y.  C.  R.  R.  Co.,  66  N.  Y.  801;  Bradshaw^ 
V.  S&uth  B.  B.  R.  Oo.^  136  Mass.  409;  iVniuylMfiMi  R.  R.  Co^ 
V.  Connettj  112  111.  296;  64  Am.  Rep.  238;  Palace  Oar  Co.  v. 
Reed,  76  HI.  126;  8  Wood's  Railway  Law,  sec.  864. 

Of  course  a  party  upon  a  train  may  resist  when,  nnder  the# 
circumstances,  resistance  is  necessary  for  the  protection  of  hift< 
life,  or  to  prevent  probable  serious  injury;  not  can  a  parly  b» 
lawfully  ejected  from  a  train  while  in  motion  so  that  bis  beings 
put  off  would  subject  him  to  great  peril.    In  this  case,  Rice 
made  no  unreasonable  resistance.    He  did  not  resort  to  force 
or  violence;  having  a  good  ticket  and  being  entitled  to  ride^ 
he  refused  to  pay  fare  or  get  off  the  train.    The  conductor^ 
had  no  difficulty  in  leading  him  off,  and  about  aU  that  Rico  - 
did  was  merely  to  assert  his  lawftil  right  to  ride  upon  tb»  • 
train.    Where  a  passenger  with  a  clear  right  and  a  clean^ 
ticket  is  entitled  to  ride  on  that  trip  and  train,  and  is  wrong- 
fully ejected  without  forcible  resistance  upon  his  part,  the  jury^ 
are  and  ought  to  be  allowed  great  latitude  in  assessing  dam- 
ages.    They  should  award  liberal  damages  in  full  ccHnpen* 
sation  for  the  injuries  received.     The  quiet  and  peaceablo 
behavior  of  a  passenger  is  to  his  advantage,  rather  than  to  hia 
detriment. 

Complaint  is  also  made  of  other  instructions  of  the  court;, 
regaiding  the  measure  of  damages.  Among  other  things,  the 
court  said  to  thd  jury  that  if  "the  assault  was  malicious  and 
without  cause  or  provocation,  or  was  accompanied  by  acts  of 
gross  insult,  outrage,  or  oppression,  you  may  award  the  plain- 
tiff exemplary  or  vindictive  damages."  Also,  "that  in  esti* 
mating  damages  they  might  take  into  consideration  the- 
indignily,  insult,  and  injury  to  plaintiff's  feelings  by  beings 
publicly  expelled."  Further,  that  if  they  found  "there  wa» 
on  the  part  of  the  conductor  either  malice,  gross  negligence^ 
or  oppressiiw,  they  would  not  be  confined  in  fixing  damages- 
to  the  actual  damages  received,  but  were  justified  in  giving: 
exemplary  damages."  It  is  said  that  these  instructions  we're* 
misleading  and  erroneous,  because  there  was  no  evidence- 
whatever  to  show  that  the  conductor  acted  with  malice  or 
gross  negligence.    Upon  the  evidence  of  Rice,  corroborated  by 
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^MoColloohy  another  pasflenger,  who  said  that  he  eaw  Bioe  por- 
^chaee  the  ticket  on  October  29th,  there  was  evidence  bdSne 
the  jury  upon  which  to  found  these  instructions:  Hufford  t. 
<}rand  Rapids  eU,  B.  R.  Co.,  Mich.,  February,  1887.  The 
forcible  expulsion  of  Bice  firom  the  car,  where  he  was  right- 
fully seated,  was  such  a  wrong  as  is  inevitably  accompanied 
with  more  or  less  outrage  and  insult.  There  was  no  excuse 
ior  the  act  of  expulsion,  except  the  honest  mistake  or  the 
fgross  negligence  of  the  conductor.  If  that  mistake  was  due 
^to  such  reckless  indifference  of  the  rights  of  a  passenger  on 
^he  part  of  the  conductor  as  established  gross  negUgence, 
.  amounting  to  wantonness,  and  the  jury  so  found,  they  might 
i£nd  exemplary  damages:  Kamaa  Piic.  ffy  Co.  v.  Kestler^ 
tmupra;  Loavonworih^  Lawrence^  A  O.  R.R.  Co.  y.  Bice^  10  Kan. 
<426. 

Whether  the  conductor  was  grossly  nei^ligent,  amounting  to 
wantonness,  or  actuated  by  malice,  were  matters  before  the 
Jury  for  their  determination  upon  the  evidence.  Under  the 
authority  of  TUu$  v.  CorHm^  21  Kan.  722,  Bice  was  entitled 
to  recover  the  expenses  incurred  by  him  in  the  litigation,  if 
entitled  to  exemplary  damages:  HaU  v.  Memphii  eU.R.B.  Co., 
15  Fed.  Bep.  95-97. 

The  amount  of  the  verdict  in  this  case  was  only  $117.46; 
'therefore  the  damages  are  not  so  excessive  as  to  indicate  pas- 
sion or  prejudice  on  the  part  of  the  jury. 

The  other  matters  submitted  are  immateriaL  The  Jndg- 
'«nent  of  the  district  court  will  be  afllrmed. 


Oomioir  OABMSMMf  worn  Wbohoiul  Bzpolbiov  ov  VjmuMom  wmam  Oai, 
ilf  liable  in  danuigM  lor  mortiflotAon,  pun  of  mind  end  body*  lo«oltiiB% 
end  mediitl  ezpeiiMts  itiiermcUkmai  cte.  J^y  Ool  t.  WHkeBp  2  Am.  St.  Ktf. 
M6p  Midnofet. 
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by  hnaband  to  %  nilroftd  of  right  of  way  owr  hnmitfrnmi  ooenpitd  m 

■noh  by  the  family.    No  interest,  enonmbranoe^  or  lien,  exeepi  those 

.  ipeeifloally  mentioned  in  the  organic  law,  can  attach  to  or  affect  the 

homestead  unless  given  by  the  joint  consent  of  hnaband  and  wife. 

IfionsnAD-^BviDXNci  or  Wifb's  CoNSEirr  to  ALmanoK.  —  The  laet 
ef  Joint  oonient  of  hnsband  and  wife  to  an  ftliftiatiffn  of  an  eeeemit  In 
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tiM  ]iom«toad  is  bail  erideaoed  by  %  wriUng  to  that  eflboti  htA  whin 
thi  oomtitatioii  does  not  in  exprcM  tenns  require  thai  it  ehaU  be  to 
ebown,  it  may  be  eetabliahed  the  aame  m  any  other  natodal  ImI^  pro- 
vided that  there  ie  always  aome  showing  of  joint  oonatnl^  ■•  feqnind  by 
the  ooDaiitotMHi 

Parier  and  Seatonj  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

Oearge  R.  Peck^  A.  A.  Hurdj  and  Robert  Dw/dap^  for  fhe  de- 
fendant in  error. 

Simpson,  C.  The  plaintiff  in  error  has  continnonsly  redded 
upon  the  land  which  is  the  enhject-matter  of  this  controversy 
since  the  year  1868.  Her  husband,  in  whom  the  title  vested, 
died  in  1879,  leaving  by  will  the  plaintiff  in  error  at  least  a 
life  estate  in  this  land.  She  has  claimed  and  does  claim  it 
as  her  homestead,  and  farther  claims  that  by  force  of  her 
homestead  rights,  the  defendant  railway  company  never  ac- 
quired any  easement  therein,  and  she  brought  her  action  in 
ejectment  to  recover  that  portion  occupied  and  used  by  the 
railway  company.  Coonsel  for  defendant  in  error  contend 
that,  as  the  plaintiff  in  error  elected  to  take  under  the  will, 
her  homestead  right  is  waived  by  that  election;  and  they  cite 
Wation  v.  Christian^  12  Bush,  524,  in  support  of  their  view. 
They  go  still  further,  and  deduce  from  that  decision  that,  as 
she  claims  under  the  will,  she  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to 
set  up  a  claim  of  homestead  under  the  statute,  but  she  should 
be  bound  by  everything  her  husband  did,  to  the  same  extent 
that  he  would  be  bound,  because  she  is  privy  in  estate  by  vir- 
tue of  the  will.  The  Kentucky  case  may  have  been  right- 
fully decided  under  the  homestead  provisions  of  that  state; 
but  this  case  cannot  be  accepted  as  an  exposition  of  the  law 
of  this  state.  We  make  no  criticism  upon  it;  all  we  say  is, 
that  it  is  not  to  be  taken  as  an  interpretation  of  the  operation 
of  our  constitutional  provisions  and  statutory  enactments  upon 
the  subject  of  the  homestead.  Thomas  Pilcher  had  the  legal 
title  to  the  land  in  his  lifetime,  and  it  was  occupied  by  him 
and  his  family  as  a  residence.  It  was  his  homestead,  and 
was  unquestionably  the  homestead  of  his  wife  and  children. 
When  he  died,  and  ceased  to  be  the  head  of  the  family,  his 
wife,  this  plaintiff  in  error,  became  the  head  of  the  family, 
and  she  was  entitled  to  be  so  considered.  The  land  continued 
to  be  a  homestead  after  his  death  to  the  same  extent  that  it 
was  before,  and  so  continues  until  after  all  the  children  arrive 
at  the  age  of  maturity,  and  until  it  shall  have  been  partitioned 
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ftmong  the  hein.  It  c&nnot  be  made  satiijeet  to  the  pajment 
of  the  debts  of  the  husband.  The  death  of  the  husband  does 
not  affect  the  homestead  rights  of  the  wife  or  children  in  any 
respect.  If  the  land  descends  to  them,  it  is  still  a  homestead. 
If  the  husband  wills  it  to  the  wife,  as  in  this  case,  during  her 
life,  the  life  estate  supports  the  homestead  right  Any  estate 
that  is  vendible  under  an  execution  will  support  the  hcHue- 
stead  exemption.  Valentine,  J.,  in  Randal  v.  £Uer,  12  Kan. 
261,  says:  "We  do  not  think  it  necessary  that  all  these  lots 
or  parcels  of  land  should  be  held  by  an  absolute  fee-simple 
title,  but  we  think  it  necessary  they  all  be  held  by  some 
kind  of  title  or  interest  different  from  that  which  the  whole 
public  may  have  to  the  property." 

Dillon,  J.,  in  BartkoUmiw  v.  TFett,  2  Dill.  293,  says:  ''  When 
the  statute  speaks  of  property  owned  by  the  debtor,  it  does 
not  mean  that  the  ownership  must  be  of  full  legal  title.  It  is 
sufficient  that  the  interest  may  be  such  as  may  be  sold  on 
execution,  or  subject  to  the  payment  of  debts." 

In  Jtoftifuon  t.  SmUhe^,  80  Ey.  686,  the  court  said:  "  That 
Mrs.  Robinson  is  entitled  to  a  homestead,  we  think  is  clear. 
Her  husband  devised  the  entire  tract  of  land  to  her  for  life, 
the  remainder  to  his  children,  and  she  was  in  the  actual  poe- 
session  and  occupancy  with  her  family*  She  is  the  owner 
and  in  possession  of  this  tract  of  land,  with  a  life  estate 
vested  in  her  by  the  provisions  of  the  will.  She  can  use,  sell, 
or  dispose  of  this  interest  as  she  pleases;  and  we  see  no  rea- 
son why  her  right  to  a  homestead  is  not  embraeed  by  the 
statute.  She  occupies  it  as  a  homestead,  and  owns  it  fer  life. 
She  is  asserting  her  right  because  she  is  the  owner,  and  not 
by  reason  of  having  derived  it  from  her  husband.  It  is  im- 
material in  what  mann^  she  derives  title,  if  6he  is  the  owner, 
and  occupies  the  estate  aS  a  homestead.  In  some  of  the 
states,  the  homestead  etemption  is  held  to  apply  to  an  estate 
for  years:  See  Patton  v.  DBberard^  18  Iowa»  53;  Jokm&n  v. 
R%ehard9ony  83  Miss.  462.  In  lUinds,  the  owner  of  a  life  es- 
tate is  held  entitled:  Ikeft  v.  Ohapmanf  26  DL  610;  79  Am. 
Deo.  860." 

Other  courts  have  gone  to  as  great  length  in  holding  that 
any  vendible  estate  will  support  the  homestead  right  The 
plaintiff  in  error  in  this  case  holds  by  a  devise,  which  gives 
her  an  estate  for  life,  with  power  of  sale,  and  any  remainder 
goes  to  the  children  begotten  of  the  marriage.  She  has  such 
an  estate  in  this  land,  without  the  will,  or  operation  of  the 


Jnn,  1888.]    Piloksi^  v.  Atchibon  etc.  B.  R.  Go.  778 

statute^  of  deeceots  and  distributions,  as  will  enable  her  to 
claim  it  as  a  homestead,  because  she  has  been  in  its  aotual 
possession  of  it,  residing  thereon  ever  since  1868.  It  must 
be  held,  for  all  the  purposes  of  this  case,  that  her  homestead 
rights  attached  to  the  land  when  she  first  occupied  it  with  her 
children,  as  the  wife  of  Thomas  Pilcher,  the  then  owner,  and 
that  it  was,  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  action, 
still  her  homestead.  The  court  below  found  that,  in  1871  and 
1872,  the  St.  LouIq,  Lawrence,  and  Denver  Railroad  Company 
built  a  railroad  across  said  land,  under  some  kind  of  an  agree- 
nont  with  Thomas  Pilcher,  the  then  owner  thereof,  and  that, 
by  due  process  of  law,  the  defendant  in  error  succeeded  to  the 
rights  of  that  company;  that  the  St.  Louis,  Lawrence,  and 
Denver  Railroad  Company  built  its  road  upon  the  land  in 
controversy  under  a  contract  for  the  right  of  way  made  with 
Thomaq  Pilcher  in  his  lifetime,  and  without  any  notice  from 
the  plaintiff  of  any  objection  upon  her  part.  The  Qourt  found 
that  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  contract  oannot  be  statod 
from  the  evidence. 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  substance  of  tba  findings  of  the  court 
is,  that  some  contract  for  the  right  of  way  over  the  land  was 
made  by  the  railroad  company  with  Thomas  PilQher,  in  his 
lifetime.  The  railroad  company  now  prefers  to  put  it  in  the 
light  of  a  parol  agreement  rather  than  in  the  light  of  a  parol 
license.  In  this  view,  it  is  not  neceseary  to  pass  upon  a  ques-* 
tion  much  discussed  in  the  brieft,  as  to  whether  a  license 
under  which  work  has  been  done  and  money  expended  is 
revocable.  Assuming  that  there  was  a  parol  agreement  be* 
tween  these  parties,  founded  on  the  several  considerations 
claimed, — these  being  a  change  of  route,  so  as  to  locate  on 
the  Pilcher  homestead,  the  erection  and  maintenance  of  a 
depot,  the  employment  of  Pilcher's  son  by  the  company,  and 
every  other  consideration  alleged,— the  question  then  remains: 
Is  the  right  of  way  of  a  railroad  through  and  across  the  home* 
stead  such  an  interest,  encumbrance,  lien,  or  diversion  from 
its  proper  use  as  to  require  the  joint  consent  of  the  husband 
and  wife?  This  is  an  important  question,  and  it  is  not  to  be 
disposed  of  without  careAil  consideration.  The  tacit  condi- 
tion underlying  the  title  to  all  land  in  this  state  is,  that  in  case 
it  shall  be  wanted  for  public  use,  it  can  be  taken  by  paying 
just  compensation  therefor;  if  only  a  part  is  taken,  just  com- 
pensation is  made  for  that,  and  for  the  iiguQr  or  depreciation 
of  the  remainder  of  the  tract. 
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Bj  the  statutes  of  this  state,  raihx>ad  companies  are  allowed 
to  appropriate  land  for  pablic  purposes,  and  the  perpetual  use 
of  such  land  is  vested  in  the  company,  its  successors  and  as- 
signs. The  difference  between  the  perpetual  use  of  land  and 
the  fee  to  it  is  only  nominal.  The  interest  a  railroad  company 
acquires  in  land  in  this  state  for  a  right  of  way,  while  only  an 
easement,  may  be  permanent  in  its  nature,  and  may  be  prac- 
ii%4illy  exclusive.  The  value  of  the  remaining  fee,  burdened 
by  such  an  easement  of  perpetual  use,  is  only  nominal:  Rob- 
%n$  V.  8t.  Paul  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  22  Minn.  286;  WMUngitm  Ceme- 
tery V.  Proepeei  Park  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  68  N.  Y.  591;  Bemie  v. 
Springfiddj  122  Mass.  110.  The  statute  seems  to  recognise 
this,  because  it  requires  the  commissioners  to  assess  the  value 
of  the  land  taken.  The  amount  of  land  used  by  the  railroad 
company  in  this  case  is  about  seven  acres,  of  which  it  had 
necessarily  the  exclusive  control  and  perpetual  use.  Of  course, 
if  the  husband  can  grant  the  right  of  way  to  this  railroad 
company,  he  can  grant  it  to  others,  and  by  this  means  the 
wife  and  children  can  be  deprived  of  th'a  use  and  enjoyment 
of  a  greater  part  of  the  homestead.  This  court  held,  in  the 
case  of  Coughlin  v.  CoughUn,  26  Kan.  116,  that  "the  husband 
cannot,  without  the  consent  ef  the  wife,  execute  a  lease  of  a 
homestead,  and  give  possession  thereof  to  a  tenant."  In  this 
case  the  lease  was  executed  for  five  years,  but  we  apprehend 
the  length  of  the  term  of  the  lease  can  make  no  difference,  the 
reason  of  the  rule  being  based  upon  the  general  principle  de- 
ducible  from  our  organic  law,  that  the  husband  can  do  no  act 
that  will  interfere  with  the  occupancy  and  use  of  the  home- 
stead without  the  consent  of  the  wife.  It  has  been  held  by 
many  courts  of  last  resort  that  the  right  of  way  of  a  railroad 
across  the  land  conveyed  is  such  an  encumbrance  as  is  a  breach 
of  the  covenants  against  encumbrances.  A  leading  and  early 
case  is  that  of  Kellogg  v.  IngenM,  2  Mass.  97,  decided  by 
Chief  Justice  Parsons,  approved  by  the  cases  of  Preeeoii  v. 
Trvsmim,  4  Id.  627;  Harlow  v.  Thomae^  15  Pick.  68;  and  Pre^ 
eott  V.  WiXUame,  6  Met.  433.  To  the  same  effect  are  the  follow- 
ing cases:  Mitchell  v.  Warner,  5  Conn.  497;  Hvhhard  v.  Norton^ 
10  Id.  428;  Herrick  v.  Moore,  19  Me.  313;  Haynee  v.  Young, 
86  Id.  557;  Lawb  v.  Danforth,  59  Id.  322;  8  Am.  Rep.  426; 
Prichard  v.  AtHneon,  3  N.  H.  835;  Clark  v.  Eetate  of  Conroe^ 
88  Vt.  469;  KeUogg  v.  Malin,  50  Mo.  496;  11  Am.  Rep.  426; 
Beach  V.  MiO^,  51  Dl.  206;  2  Am.  Rep.  290;  BarUm  t.  Jfe- 
Kirdey,  24  Iowa,  69. 
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All  the  authorities  state  that  an  easement  constitutes  an  en*- 
enmbrance  on  land,  and  interferes  with  the  absolute  dominion^ 
exclusive  use,  and  uninterrupted  enjoyment  of  it  A  remark 
of  Judge  Valentine,  in  the  case  of  Randal  ▼.  Elder^  12  Kan^ 
261,  is  quoted  by  counsel  for  defendant  in  error  as  in  opposi* 
tioQ  to  this  line  of  authorities,  but  when  his  remark  is  consid- 
ered in  the  light  of  the  facts  in  that  case,  and  the  question  he- 
was  discussing,  it  will  be  found  not  to  warrant  any  such  inter-- 
pretation.  The  question  was,  whether  the  debtor  could  holdi 
as  a  homestead  two  or  more  town  lots,  separated  from  each^ 
other  by  an  alley,  and  it  was  held  that  he  could  not;  and  it  ia 
said  in  this  connection  that  an  easement  might  be  created 
upon  or  through  the  land  without  in  any  manner  affecting  ita 
character  as  a  homestead.  The  court  meant  that  the  ease- 
ment would  not  so  divide  the  land,  or  segregate  one  tract  fromi 
another,  but  that  a  homestead  would  be  claimed  on  the  whole- 
tract,  and  this  we  indorse  now  as  the  law  of  this  case,  and 
would  hold,  if  necessary,  that  while  the  homestead  right  of 
the  plaintiff  is  encumbered  by  the  right  of  way,  it  is  still  her 
homestead  on  both  sides  of  the  strip  of  land  used  by  the  rail* 
road  company. 

We  have  not  overlooked  the  case  of  SandaU  v.  Texas  CenL 
Ry  Co.j  68  Tex.  686,  which  decides,  in  effect,  "that  the  hus- 
band may,  without  being  joined  by  his  wife,  grant  a  right  of 
way  to  a  railway  company  across  a  tract  of  land  belonging  to 
himself  and  wife,  and  occupied  by  them  as  a  homestead.'^ 
We  cannot  follow  that  case;  the  statement  in  the  iyllabus  ia^ 
that  the  land  belonged  to  husband  and  wife,  and  if  by  that  ifc 
is  meant  that  the  title  vested  in  them  both,  the  grant  by  the^ 
husband  would  not  bind  the  separate  property  of  the  wife. 
This  is  so  clear  that  elaboration  would  not  be  justified.  A 
reason  given  is,  that  the  husband  can  lease  the  homestead  ii^ 
Texas  without  the  consent  of  the  wife.  This  cannot  be  don^ 
in  this  state,  if  the  lease  would  in  any  manner  interfere  witk 
the  wife's  occupancy  and  use  of  the  homestead.  The  court 
says:  "  If  the  husband  should  attempt  to  so  exercise  this  right 
as  to  destroy  the  homestead,  or  to  materially  affect  it  as  such,. 
upon  proper  application  the  courts  would  interpose  with  their 
equitable  power  to  prevent  it''  We  think  the  best  protection 
to  the  wife  and  children  is  by  a  total  denial  of  the  right  of  the 
husband  to  encumber  the  land  for  this  purpose,  except  with 
the  joint  consent  of  the  wife. 

The  case  of  Chicago  &  S.  W.  R.  R.  Co,  v.  Swinney^  88  lowa^ 
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182,  has  been  ezanimed  with  some  care;  it  bolda  that  "  the 
iiusband  can  convey  a  right  of  way  over  the  h<»ne0tead  with- 
out the  concurrence  and  eignature  of  the  wife  to  the  deed, 
■when  such  conveyance  will  not  defeat  the  substantial  eiqoy- 
«nent  of  the  homestead  as  such."  The  qualifying  expression 
involves  trouble.  Who  is  to  determine  whetiier  or  not  the 
Tight  of  way  will  not  defeat  the  substantial  enjoyment  of  the 
(>roperty7  The  court  says,  if  the  homestead  were  a  single 
lot,  and  the  right  of  way  occupied  it  all,  or  most  of  it,  the  case 
^ould  be  very  different.  Why  difierent?  The  rule  of  the 
iowa  case  is  too  flexible.  We  cannot  adopt  it  la  this  state, 
4ill  questiona  affecting  the  rights  of  the  wi&  and  ohildren  in 
the  homestead  must  be  discussed  and  deteriained  by  the  con- 
*stitutional  and  statutory  enaotptients  regarding  them.  These 
<;reate  them,  fix  their  iWits,  direct  their  operatiou>  and  have 
«uch  mandatory  force  of  expression  tha^  this  eoqrt  can  dis- 
charge its  duty  respecting  them  only  by  a  strict  adherence  to 
the  letter  of  the  organic  command.  The  homeetead  law  is  a 
f)art  and  parcel  of  the  public  policy  of  the  state,  and  its  pro- 
visions in  cases  of  this  character  cannot  be  waived  or  avcaded 
•except  by  an  exact  and  literal  compliance  with  the  mode  and 
tnanner  it  has  prescribed. 

A  steady  and  unwavering  adheren.oe  to  the  exposition  of 
the  scope  and  bearing  of  this  provision  of  the  constitution  as 
made  in  the  early  case  of  Morris  v.  Wardj  5  Kan.  239,  is  not 
only  demanded  by  its  express  terms,  but  the  improvidence 
sxxd  necessities  of  the  ftither  and  husband  are  so  frequent,  the 
4kvariciou8  attacks  and  greedy  encroachments  of  credit(»r8  are 
^o  persistent  and  insinuating,  that  all  judicial  powers  must  be 
constantly  exerted  to  preserve  to  the  beneficiaries  the  full  ex- 
4ent  and  measure  of  this  great  constitutiana)  creation.  Its 
immunity  from  such  attacks  can  best  be  protected  by  repeated 
judicial  declarations  that  no  interest,  encumbrance,  or  lien  can 
4tttach  to  or  affect  the  homestead,  unless  given  by  the  joint 
•consent  of  husband  and  wife,  except  those  specifically  men- 
tioned in  the  organic  law.  The  only  way  to  bind  the  wife  to 
4in  alienation,  lien,  encumbrancei  contract  of  sale,  le^se,  or  any 
interest  whatever  in  the  homestead  that  will  interfeie  with  or 
^deprive  her  of  the  free  use,  occupancy,  and  enjoyment  of  all 
4tnd  every  part  thereof,  is  her  consent,  freely  given,  jdntly  with 
ihat  of  her  husband.  The  fact  of  joint  consent  is  beet  evi- 
•denced  by  a  writing  to  that  effect,  but  the  constitution  does 
Aot  in  express  terms  require  that  it  shall  be  so  shown,  and 


Jan.  1888.]    Pilchbb  v.  Atchison  etc.  B.  R.  Co.  777 

faence  it  can  be  established  by  such  facts  and  circamstances 
as  the  necessity  of  particular  cases  requires.  Probably  no 
greater  amount  of  evidence  or  more  strict  proof  will  be  re- 
quired to  establish  it  than  is  deemed  necessary  to  establish 
any  other  material  fact,  but  there  certainly  must  be  some 
showing  of  joint  consent,  as  required  by  the  constitution. 
There  is  no  special  finding  of  the  court  below  that  there  was 
consent  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  error.  It  is  true  that  it 
maybe  fairly  said  that  it  is  included  in  the  general  judgment, 
but  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  all  the  findings,  taken  and  con- 
sideied  together,  do  not  authorize  such  a  judgment.  There  is 
not  such  an  affirmative  showing  in  this  case  as  satisfies  a 
reasonable  mind  that  there  was  the  required  consent.  Silence 
is  not  enough  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case.  The 
execution  of  deeds  of  a  part  of  the  homestead  to  the  children, 
in  whioh  the  ri|(ht  of  way  of  the  railroad  is  referred  to  as  a 
boundary  line,  U  not  so  positive  an  act  of  recognition  as  to 
imply  previous  consent,  for  it  is  difficult  to  perceive  how  the 
recognition  of  a  natural  or  artificial  object,  as  a  divi4ing  line, 
can  be  held  to  imply  the  legality  of  the  ezisteqce,  or  the  right 
of  its  location  at  that  particular  plac^. 

Then  again,  the  finding  as  to  the  alleged  parol  agz^ment 
between  Tbomaa  Pileher  and  the  r^ihroad  company  is  not  com« 
plete;  there  may  have  been  such  an  agreement,  but  what  its 
terms  of  conditi<»is  were  or  are  cannot  be  stated.  How  can 
specific  relief  be  granted  on  such  an  intangible  basis?  Under 
the  evidence  and  findings,  the  plaintiff  in  error  had  an  un- 
doubted right  to  recover  the  possession  of  that  portion  of  the 
right  of  way  over  which  the  running  of  trains  had  ceased,  and 
the  use  of  which  for  railroad  purposes  had  been  abandoned. 

For  these  material  errors,  it  is  recommended  that  the  case 
be  reversed  and  remanded,  with  instructions  to  sustain  the 
motion  for  a  new  trial. 

By  the  C!oubt.    It  is  so  ordered. 

HunuHB  GAinroT  Axjikais  HomnAD  whwwt  Wiis^  Ouissisti  0m 
note  to  PMbv.  €hnard,  65  Am.  Dm.  484-416;  WOtkr.  iNci^  96  U.  666; 
V.  AMfMb  97K.  0.  644. 
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Smith  u  Leighton. 

BfUMUfc  —  Wana  Oihxeal  OBJxcnoN  ohlt  n  Eaxud  io  Istbodoo- 
nov  or  RaoQBD  Corr  ov  Doed  ooiiTeyiiig  land,  wbieh  oopj  wonld  hsfa 
b«6ii  ailiniMiKlft  vndar  certain  drcamstances,  raoh  objeetion  ia  not  avail* 
aUa  for  the  poipoaea  of  error. 

Cteownro  On-Aaan  abb  a  Pabt  of  thx  La20>  aa  a  general  role,  wlMtiiar 
aaoh  gUMi'iB  are  wild  or  enltiFated,  and  an  agreement  in  writing  ia  ra- 
qnixed  for  their  aale  and  aeveranoe  from  the  land. 

GiBOiwnro  Obops  Tamb  to  tbb  Gbahtr,  aa  between  grantor  and  grantee 
to  a  deed  of  oon^qranoa^  where  there  ia  no  reeerration  of  graaa  cr  eoBosp- 
tionofanykind;  ind  the  grantee,  aa  against  a  tenant  of  tbagraatocthia 
a  fight  to  the  eropi^  and  to  odllect  all  unpaid  rente. 

W.  A.  Sando^hf  for  the  plaintifif  in  error. 
Kellogg  and  Sedgwick^  for  the  defendaot  in  error. 


JoHN8Toir,  J.  This  proceeding  springs  up  for  review  a 
judgment  rendered  in  an  action  brought  by  C.  A.  Leigjiton 
against  Blias  Smith,  to  recover  the  value  of  certain  grass 
which  Smith  cut  and  carried  away  from  the  premises  of 
Leighton.  On  July  10, 1888,  and  for  some  time  prior  theretoi 
one  v.  lillard  owned  a  quarter-section  of  land  in  Lyon  County, 
which  on  that  day  he  sold  and  conveyed  by  warranty  deed, 
without  reservation,  to  0.  A.  Leighton.  Before  that  time,  he 
had  leased  the  land  to  Elias  Smith  for  the  year  1888,  and 
Smith  had  sublet  it  to  A.  Hill,  who  was  in  possession  befoie 
the  sale  of  the  land;  and  in  May,  1883,  Lillard  made  a  verbal 
sale  of  some  grass  growing  on  a  certain  meadow  of  the  prem* 
ises  for  sixty-five  dollars.  About  the  last  of  July  or  the  1st  of 
August,  1883,  Smith  cut  and  took  the  grass  fix>m  the  prem- 
ises; and  subsequently,  when  Leighton  demanded  compensa- 
tion for  the  grass,  Smilli  stated  that  he  was  ready  to  pay  for 
the  same  as  soon  as  he  learned  to  whom  payment  should  be 
made.  Trial  at  the  April  term,  1886,  when  Leighton  re- 
covered (75.78,  which  is  the  amount  Smith  agreed  to  pay  for 
the  grass,  together  with  seven  per  cent  interest  The  defend- 
ant brings  the  case  to  this  court 

The  first  error  assigned  here  is  the  admission  in  evidence 
of  the  record  copy  of  the  deed  from  Lillard  to  Leighton,  con- 
veying the  premises  upon  which  the  grass  grew.  The  original 
deed  was  admissible  in  testimony  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
whether  there  had  been  any  reservation  made  by  Lillard 
when  the  land  was  conveyed.  The  copy  of  the  deed  was  not 
the  best  evidence,  and  was  not  admissible  unless  a  proper 
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foundation  was  laid  for  the  introduction  of  aeoondary  eTi- 
dence.  Only  a  general  objection,  however,  was  made  to  the 
introduction  of  the  copy.  If  the  original  deed  was  not  in  the 
possession  or  control  of  the  plaintiff,  the  record  copy  could  be 
introduced  in  evidence,  and  being  admissible  under  certain 
circumstances,  a  general  objection  was  not  available  for  pur- 
poses  of  error.  It  has  frequently  been  held  "that  where  evi* 
dence  is  apparently  admissible  for  any  purpose,  or  under  any 
circumstances,  the  court  does  not  err  in  admitting  the  same, 
tinlesB  the  reasons  for  its  exclusion  are  given  by  the  party 
objeotiiig":  Ferguson  v.  Oravesj  12  Ean.  43;  Botkin  v.  Living-^ 
9tan^  16  Id.  41;  Cross  v.  National  Banly  17  Id.  886;  Kansa$ 
Pac.  Ry  Co.  v.  Cutter^  19  Id.  88;  Humphrey  r.  CMins^  28  Id. 
649. 

It  is  next  contended  that  the  court  erred  in  excluding  evi- 
dence offered  by  Smith,  and  also  in  directing  the  verdict  in 
favor  of  Leighton.  We  think  the  result  reached  is  substan- 
tially just  and  correct.  Smith  claimed  the  right  to  the  grass 
by  virtue  of  a  parol  agreement  with  Lillard,  by  which  he  was 
to  pay  sixty-five  dollars  for  the  grass  when  cut;  and  also 
claimed  that  the  purchase  price  of  the  grass  was  for  the  rent 
of  the  meadow-land  on  which  it  grew.  The  land  upon  which 
the  grass  stood  was  conveyed  to  Leighton  subsequent  to  the 
parol  agreement,  and  while  the  grass  was  yet  green  and  grow- 
ing. It  is  stated  that  the  grass  was  growing  on  an  inclosed 
and  cultivated  meadow;  but  it  does  not  appear  whether  it 
was  an  annual  or  perennial  growth.  It  is  a  general  rule  that 
growing  grasses,  whether  wild  or  cultivated,  are  a  part  of  the 
land,  and  require  an  agreement  in  writing  for  their  sale 
and  severance  from  the  land.  Smith  contended  that  this 
agreement  is  within  some  of  the  exceptions  to  the  general 
rule,  and  sought  to  bring  it  within  the  claimed  exceptions 
by  offering  to  show  that  Leighton  knew  of  his  lease  upon  the 
land,  and  of  the  sale  of  the  grass,  prior  to  his  purchase  of  the 
land,  which  offer  was  refused.  However,  as  the  case  comes 
up,  we  need  not  not  examine  the  sufficiency  of  this  contention, 
or  the  competency  of  the  testimony.  In  the  deed  of  convey- 
ance from  Lillard  to  Leighton  there  was  no  reservation  of  the 
grass,  or  exception  of  any  kind.  In  such  a  case,  and  as  be- 
tween grantor  and  grantee,  it  is  well  settled  here  that  the 
growing  crops  pass  to  the  grantee:  Oaranfio  v.  Cooley^  83  Ean* 
137;  Chapman  v.  Veaehj  32  Id.  167;  Babcock  v.  Dieter^  80  Id. 
172;  Smith  v.  Hague^  25  Id.  246.    When  the  conveyance  wa» 
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made  and  delivered,  it  carried  with  it  the  right  to  the  crops 
and  to  collect  all  unpaid  rents;  in  other  words,  Leighton  was 
substituted  as  owner  and  landlord  in  place  of  Lillard.  There 
being  no  reservations,  Lillard  from  that  time  forth  had  no 
claim  upon  the  crops  or  the  rent  due  from  the  tenants.  Smith 
had  not  paid  for  the  grass,  and  whether  the  amount  agreed  to 
be  paid  is  treated  as  the  purchase  price  of  the  grass,  or  as  rent 
money  for  the  meadow,  is  immaterial.  Smith  was  owing  the 
price  of  the  grass  to  some  one,  and  he  refused  to  pay  only 
because  be  did  not  know  to  whom  it  was  doe.  The  amoiint 
found  by  the  jury  as  the  value  of  the  grass  is  the  same  aa  uat 
which  Smith  had  agreed  to  pay  for  the  same,  with  inteiwi  to 
the  time  of  judgment,  and  the  payment  of  this  judgaaoDt  wfll 
discharge  Smith  from  all  liability  for  the  grass. 
The  judgment  of  the  district  ooqrt  wiU  be  affirmed. 

Oana^  Ovmmmt  iq  gfcwpiqs  n  yor  QjBtmnmm  Bpi— mi»  Um^ 
dflooe  is  admiwilja  lor  mj  Jforfomt  Tmmr  t.  Jffm/imrg^  4  Am.  8t  Bifti 
468,  and  note. 

Oaowna  Oman,  as  ammwMM  VaaDOB  ah»  Ymnm^  an  pact  «f  Iki 
vMlty,  aad  pi»  to  Ihs  VMiMi  fWwr  v.  CM%  W  Am.  I^  4101  AiiiBiA 


ATOHnmit  TofSKAt  and  Sakta  Fb  Bailboad  Ga 

t;.  Gants. 

Biniiiin  OnoAVT  mat  Ason  BaouLAxnnr  nurCHanr  Tajam  muuL 
vot  Sior  AS  DmnvATBD  Siahovs  wImm  thara  is  no  itatiitory  piuHrfm 
to  tha  OMUtmjry. 

EiniBOAD  PAmnraiB  must  Iinoaii  HnfiW.T  wHPaaa  TsAnr  Sion  it 
Statiov.  It  ia  tha  dn^of  a  paracni  abcmt  to  taka  paawiga  on  » lailwad 
tntn  to  inform  himaalf  whan,  whara,  and  how  ha  oan  go  or  sbop  aooord- 
ing  to  tha  ragnUtiona  of  tha  company. 

DUTT  OV  PAflSBKOIB  10  PaT  SXlfU  FABa-^BUMT  Of  OOHBUOIOR  TO  SHOT 

PASsmroKB.  — Wharo^  in  tha  abaanoa  of  statatory  proviaiona  to  tha  ooii- 
trary,  ragnUtiona  ara  mada  by  a  railroad  company  that  a  f aat  paaaaagw 
train  shall  only  maka  certain  stoppsges,  and  a  paraon  by  miatafca  or 
wrongfally  takoa  paaaage  theraon  lor  a  atation  wfaara  tha  train  does  not 
atop»  it  i4  hia  duty,  whan  damaad  ia  mada  tharefor,  to  pay  tha  aztn  fiua 
whioh  in  addition  to  tha  anm  paid  for  his  tiokat  wonld  hava  antitlad  hia 
to  ride  to  tha  first  stopping-plaoa  beyond,  and  if  he  refosaa  to  do  iUa, 
the  oondnotor  has  the  right  to  stop  tiia  train  and  reqnira  anoh  paaan^ 
to  leaTO  it. 
Oaisnnrs  ov  PAaamioEBa^PAnaiiTOFSxTBAFABa— DAHAoaa^WlMt 
mistake  of  paaaanger  in  getting  on  train  which  did  not  stop  at  his  itSi 
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tfin  in  ilidao6d  by  thd  ooAipany^i  tideet  agent,  and  ho  ii  oon^alM  Uk 
pay  extra  Itett  to  first  place  of  etoppage,  sneh  extra  £we  wmild  be  » 
proper  element  of  damages  in  addition  to  each  as  were  ocoasioned  by  tli# 
faOnre  to  take  him  to  the  station  to  which  he  was  going.  Bot  if  after 
boirding  the  train,  and  before  it  started,  correct  information  was  affsrded 
him,  by  the  annonncement  of  the  brakeman  or  otherwise^  snoii  as  a  rea* 
•onable  and  prudent  man  would  not  neglect,  he  oonld  not  thereaifterrely 
upon  the  incorrect  statements  of  the  agent. 

lOAP  Pabsxnovb  mat  not  Assert  akd  Maiktaiv  bt  Fobob  b» 
Kxoan  to  Transportation  on  Train.  If  he  is  a  trespasser,  it  is  h]» 
duty  to  go  off  without  being  forced  to  do  so,  and  lie  has  no  Isgal  lif^t 
to  forcibly  resist  the  conduetor's  rightful  efforts  to  eject  him.  If  lie  ia 
on  the  train  by  mistake  induced  by  an  agent  of  the  oompany,  it  is  noi 
|1'  necessary  in  such  case  for  him  to  inyite  force  to  be  exerted  by  the  eon* 

dnctor  to  secure  his  rights, — certainly  not  to  increase  his  damages. 

llAn.noAT)  PAaaittoAR  mat  bi  Bjioisd  nam  Train  at  Puucn  Oibib  tba^ 
I>IF0T  or  station^  proTided  care  is  taken  not  to  expose  bis  pencn  to  se- 
rious injury  or  danger.  The  oompany  is  not  required  to  eonsider  tfa# 
mere  conyenience  of  the  wrong-doer. 

Carriers  or  ^ASssNoxRa — Sjbotino  Passbngxr  tROM  Train — Mxasuss 
or  DAMAOlEd.  •>— Where  piMsenger  resists  to  the  utmost  of  his  power  and 
ability  an  attempt  to  eject  him  froift  the  train,  he  ooj^t  not  to  oomplain  of 
the  force  used  if  there  was  no  intention  on  tiio  part  of  the  couduotor  or 
his  assistants  to  commit  unnecessary  injury,  oren  if  his  resistanoo  might 
httvo  been  oTorcomo  with  something  less  of  force  than  was  actually  used. 
But  if  such  passenger,  although  a  trsopasaor  upon  tho  train,  reoeired 
injuries  which  wer6  the  dilreot  and  nocoasaiy  reonlt  of  wiUfnly  wanton,  or 
malioioua  aets  of  tho  oonduotor  or  thooo  asslsliiig  liim»  ho  k  ontitlod  to 
his  damages. 

BTIDKNOB  as  to  WftRTHXJi  pRRflON  WA8  OB  WA8  NOT  AOOUBTOIIBD  TO  UtB 

Frofanb  and  Obockni  liANatTAOB  is  inoompetont  and  immaterial  upon 
queotion  Whether  such  personiii  b^g  ojoolod  from  faflroad  oar  had  iiood 
such  languagOb 

WiTNBao  MAT  NOT  BR  AsEMD  ON  CBoas-EzAXiNAnoN  a  qoootloa  whioh 
doeo  not  tend  to  rebut,  impeaoh,  modify,  cr  explain  any  of  his  testi* 
mony. 

ObNDOCTOB  Rx^BXiBNTs  OblkTANY  oitit  AS  t6  sii  Own  Train. -^A  coo* 
duotor  in  the  line  of  his  duty  in  coUeoting  fare,  taking  np  tiokoti^  anA 
in  giving  information  to  the  passengers  on  his  train,  represents  tho  oom* 
pany  only  as  to  the  running  and  operation  of  his  own  train. 

SjBonoN  rxoM  Hailroad  Train  with  Aid  or  PassxnobbS— Bbbponbi* 
BiUTT  or  CbMrANT  TRXRXfOR.— It  is  not  neceosary  that  oondnetor 
should  hare  expressly  directed  passengers  to  aid  in  ejecticnft  but  if  such 
aid  was  rendered  by  passengers  with  the  permission  and  sanction  of  tho 
oondnetor  or  the  train-men,  an  employment  might  rightfully  bo  inferred, 
otherwise  where  the  passengers  were  mere  interlopers,  and  tho  conductor 
bad  no  opportunity  to  interfet^  with  their  actions. 

Oeorgs  R.  Peck^  A.  A.  Hurdj  C.  N.  Sterry^  ofikd  RAwi  Dim* 
Igp,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

Ady  and  Htnry^  for  the  defendant  in  error. 
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HoBioH,  C.  J.    On  Maj  19, 1886,  A.  C.  Oants,  a  hotel  elsik 

at  Wichitai  took  passage  on  a  train  of  the  Atchisra,  Topeka, 
and  Santa  Fe  Railroad  Company  from  Wichita  to  Newton,  in- 
tending to  go  to  Peabody.  He  paid  his  fare  to  the  conductor 
on  the  train  from  Wichita  to  Newton.  He  claims  he  was  tdd 
by  the  conductor  of  the  Wichita  train  that  he  could  either 
continue  on  the  train  or  go  upon  one  an  hour  later.  While  at 
Newton,  he  purchased  a  ticket  over  the  Atchison  road  for  Pea- 
body,  and  paid  for  it  fifty  cents.  He  remained  at  Newton 
nearly  an  hour,  to  get  shaved  and  look  around  the  town,  and 
about  nine  o'clock  he  took  his  seat  in  a  car  of  a  train  at  the 
depot;  this  was  the  eastern  fast  train,  commonly  called  the 
'*  cannon  ball."  According  to  the  regulations  of  the  railroad 
company,  this  train  was  scheduled  not  to  stop  at  Peabody  ex- 
cept for  the  purpose  of  letting  off  passengers  who  had  taken 
passage  at  some  point  west  of  Newton;  but  when  it  had  no 
such  passengers,  it  would  not  stop  at  Peabody  going  east,  and 
its  first  stopping-place  would  be  Florence;  Peabody  is  a  sta- 
tion between  Newton  and  Florence,  about  four  miles  west  of 
Florence;  the  local  train  which  stopped  at  Peabody  left  New- 
ton before  the  "cannon  ball."  According  to  the  evidence  of 
the  railroad  company,  a  brakeman  upon  the  "cannon  ball" 
announced,  before  the  train  started,  that  "it  would  not  stop 
until  it  got  to  Florence."  Gants  testified  that  just  as  the  train 
started  from  Newton  a  train-man  came  to  the  car  door  and 
said,  "this  train  will  not  stop  until  it  gets  to  Florence,"  but 
he  claims  be  did  not  know  then  where  Florence  is.  He 
further  testified:  — 

"Q.  How  long  did  the  train,  which  you  say  you  boarded  and 
saw  headed  toward  the  east,  remain  thereT  A.  I  think  about 
twenty  minutes. 

"Q.  You  had  ample  opportunity  to  get  a  ticket,  and  had 
ample  opportunity  to  ask  the  men  who  were  employed  about 
that  train,  whether  that  train  stopped  at  Peabody?  A.  Yea, 
sir,  I  expect  I  did,  if  I  wanted  to. 

"Q.  You  made  no  inquiries?    A.  No,  sir. 

"Q.  It  is  a  fact,  from  the  time  you  arrived  on  the  train  go- 
ing from  Wichita  to  Newton  you  made  no  inquiries  as  to  that 
train,  as  to  what  time  the  train  started,  and  whether  it  stopped 
at  Peabody?    A.  No,  sif. 

"Q.  Never  made  any  inquiries,  either  of  the  ticket  agent 
or  any  person  who  had  apparently  charge  there,  although  the 
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train  was  standing  there  fifteen  or  twenty  niinntes  after  it  got 
there,  and  while  you  were  there?    A.  I  do  not  think  I  did. 

"Q.  How  soon  did  you  get  aboard  this  train  before  it  started? 
A.  I  cannot  say;  probably  five  minutes.*' 

Oants,  however,  testified  that  when  he  bought  his  ticket  for 
Peabody  at  Newton  he  was  told  by  the  agent  who  sold  him 
the  ticket  "to  take  the  next  train." 

After  the  "cannon  ball"  train  had  left  Newton  and  gone 
about  three  miles,  the  conductor  called  upon  Gants  for  his 
ticket;  he  presented  a  ticket  for  Peabody,  and  the  conductor 
informed  him  that  the  train  did  not  stop  at  Peabody,  and  de- 
manded firom  him  thirty-four  cents  in  addition  to  his  ticket 
for  the  fare  from  Peabody  to  Florence;  Gants  reftised  to  pay 
the  additional  fare;  the  conductor  then  informed  him  that  if 
he  did  not  pay,  in  addition  to  his  ticket,  the  fare  from  Pea- 
body to  Florence,  he  would  have  to  stop  the  train  and  put 
him  ofi*;  (rants  replied  "that  he  would  have  to  put  him  ofi*,  as 
he  would  not  pay  any  farther";  the  conductor  then  told  him 
he  would  put  him  off,  and  stopped  the  train  for  that  purpose; 
after  the  train  had  been  stopped,  the  conductor  in  a  gentle- 
manly manner  requested  Gants  to  leave  the  train;  he  reftised 
to  get  off,  and  dared  the  conductor  to  put  him  off;  he  resisted 
being  put  off  to  the  utmost  of  his  power  and  ability;  on  ac- 
count of  this  resistance  the  conductor  was  unable  himself  to 
remove  him;  but  with  the  assistance  of  two  or  three  persons 
he  succeeded  in  ejecting  him  firom  the  train;-  after  the  train 
stopped,  and  while  the  conductor  was  attempting  to  eject 
Gants  from  the  car,  a  severe  altercation  took  place  between 
them;  the  railroad  company  offered  evidence  tending  to  show 
that  Gants  during  this  time  used  vile  and  profime  language 
to  the  conductor  in  the  car,  which  contained  many  passen- 
gers, a  number  of  them  being  ladies. 

After  Gants  was  ejected  from  the  train  he  walked  a  portion 
of  the  way  back  to  Newton,  and  then  got  upon  a  hand-car  and 
rode  to  Newton,  arriving  there  between  ten  and  eleven  o'clock 
in  the  forenoon;  in  the  afternoon  or  evening  of  the  same  day, 
he  went  to  Peabody  from  Newton  upon  a  local  train,  and  the 
same  day  returned  to  Wichita.  Upon  his  part,  he  claims 
that  he  was  wrongfully  ejected  from  the  train,  and  was  un- 
lawfully kicked,  bruised,  and  injured  in  being  ejected.  This 
action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  therefor;  verdict  and 
Judgtnmt  for  Gants,  for  four  thousand  dollars.    The  railroad 
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•omiMUBy  moved  for  a  new  trial,  which  waa  reftued,  and  it 
bring!  the  caee  here. 

The  important  qnestione   preeented  in   the   reecnd    are: 
1.  Whether  the  raihoad  company  had  the  rig^t  to  eject  Ganta 
from  the  train;  2.  If  the  railroad  company  had  that  right,  and 
Oants  reeisted  to  the  utmost  of  his  power  and  ability,  whether 
he  can  recover  for  the  injuries  inflicted  in  his  removal,  nnlese 
they  were  willfal,  wanton,  or  malicious.    The  law  is  well  set- 
tled that,  in  the  absence  of  statutory  provisions  to  the  con- 
trary, a  railroad  company  may  adopt  a  regulation   that  a 
certain  train  or  trains  of  passenger^^ars  running  regularly  on 
its  road  shall  not  stop  at  designated  stations  or  places;  and  it 
is  the  duty  of  a  person  about  to  take  passage  on  a  railrocd 
train  to  inform  himself  when,  where,  and  how  he  can  go  or 
stop,  according  to  the  regulations  of  the  company:  PitUbvrg 
etc.  Ry  Co.  v.  JVufwn,  60  Ind.  141;  Beauchamp  v.  ItUemational 
A  O.KR.  B.  Co.,  66  Tex.  239;  Lake  Shore  etc,  B.  R.  Co.  v. 
Pierce,  47  Mich.  277;   Ohio  &  Mies.  B'y  Co.  v.  SvarthotU,  67 
Ind.  667;  88  Am.  B^.  104;  Henry  v.  St.  LouU  etc.  R.  R.  Co., 
76  Ma  28&    In  this  state  there  is  no  statutory  provision  to 
the  contrary,  and  as  the  train  upon  which  Grants  took  pas> 
sage  was  not  to  stop,  under  the  regulations  of  the  company, 
until  it  reached  Florence,  the  conductor  had  the  right,  after 
the  train  started,  to  stop  the  train  and  require  Gante  to  leave 
it,  if  he  reftised  to  pay  the  fare  which,  in  addition  to  the  sum 
paid  for  his  ticket,  would  have  entitled  him  to  ride  to  Flor- 
ence: Fink  V.  BaUroad  Co.,  4  Lans.  147;  Lake  Shore  etc.  R.  B. 
Co.  V.  Pierce,  eupra;  P^wneyhania  Co.  v.  Hine,  41  Ohio  St.  276. 
It  was  the  duty  of  the  railroad  company  to  the  public  to  run 
its  trains  acoording  to  its  regulations,  and  it  was  also  the  duty 
of  Oants  to  have  informed  himself  whether  the  train  stopped 
at  Peabody.    It  is  claimed,  however,  upon  his  part,  that  when 
he  purchased  his  ticket  he  was  told  by  the  agent  to  take  the 
next  train,  and  therefore  that  he  was  without  foult  in  getting 
upon  the  ^*  cannon  ball."    In  his  direct  ezaminati<m,  Gants 
testified: — 

'^Q.  Upon  your  arrival  at  Newton,  what  did  you  do?    A.  I 
bought  a  ticket,  and  went  up  town. 

''Q.  For  what  purpose?    A.  I  wanted  to  get  diaved  and 
look  around  the  town  a  little. 

"Q.  How  long  did  you  remain  in  NewtonT    A.  Why,  I 
should  say  a  little  over  an  hour;  a  little  over  an  hour,  perhaps." 

If  he  purchased  his  ticket  immediately  upon  his  arrival  at 
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Kewton,  the  agont  at  the  depot  very  properly  UM  him  **  to 
take  the  next  tram/'  as  there  was  evidence  tending  to  show 
that  a  local  train  which  stopped  at  Peabody  left  Newton  for 
the  east  soon  after  Ckmts  reached  there.  Subsequently,  in  his 
examination,  Oants  testified  that  he  bought  his  ticket  after  he 
got  shaved  and  had  looked  around  the  town.  If  this  be  true, 
and  he  was  misinformed  by  the  ticket  agent,  and  thereby  in* 
duced  to  take  the  fast  train  going  east,  which  did  not  stop  at 
Peabody,  this  would  give  him  a  remedy  against  the  railroad 
company  for  its  breach  of  contract,  but  would  not  justify  him 
in  refusing  to  leave  the  train  when  ordered  so  to  do  by  the 
conductor.  "The  business  of  railroads  can  only  be  carried  on 
aafely  by  having  regularity.  If  trains  are  arranged  in  a  cer* 
tain  way,  and  their  time  fixed  with  regard  to  limited  stop- 
pages, a  conductor  would  never  be  safe  if  he  were  bound  at  his 
peril  to  ascertain  from  any  mere  stranger  the  existence  of  an 
agreement  by  the  company  to  change  the  arrangement,  and 
etop  at  an  unusual  place":  Lake  Share  $te.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Pieree^ 
nwpra. 

Under  all  the  evidence  in  the  case,  whether  Gants  was  upon 
the  train  by  mistake  or  wrongfully,  he  should  have  paid  the 
extra  fare  to  Florence,  when  demanded,  or  left  the  train  when 
it  stojqped  and  he  was  ordered  to  get  off.  If  his  mistake  was 
induced  by  the  company's  ticket  agent,  then  the  fiare  firom 
Peabody  to  Florence  would  be  a  proper  element  of  damages, 
in  addition  to  such  as  were  occasioned  by  the  fiEulure  to  take 
him  to  Peabody  on  the  train  which  he  was  told  to  take.  If, 
however,  he  was  misinformed  by  the  local  agent,  but  subse- 
quently, after  entering  the  train  and  before  it  started,  was 
afforded  such  means  of  correct  information,  by  the  announce- 
ment of  the  brakeman  or  otherwise,  as  a  reasonable  and  pru- 
dent man  would  not  neglect,  he  could  not  thereafter  rely  in 
good  faith  upon  the  incorrect  statement  of  the  agent  from 
whom  he  bought  his  ticket  Even  if  Oants  made  a  mistake  in 
taking  the  train,  induced  by  the  ticket  agent,  it  was  not  neces- 
sary for  him  to  invite  force  to  secure  his  legal  demands.  In 
roumwnd  V.  Msw  York  Cent.  R.  R.  Co.y  56  N.  Y.  295,  Grover,  J., 
eaid:  ''  No  one  has  a  right  to  resort  to  force  to  compel  the  per- 
formance of  a  contract  made  with  him  by  another.  He  must 
avail  himself  of  the  remedies  the  law  provides  in  such  case." 

In  Bradehaw  v.  Sfyiah  Boston  R,  R.  Co.^  185  Mass.  407,  Alien, 
J^  said:  ^^If  a  railroad  company  has  agreed  to  furnish  a  pas- 
senger with  a  proper  ticket  and  failed  to  do  so^  he  is  not  at 
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Ubeftj  to  ••■ert  and  maintain  by  (one  hia  xig^ta  under  that 
ccmtraot;  !mt  he  ia  boond  to  yield,  far  the  time  hrnDg,  to  the 
reaaonable  practioe  and  reqmrementa  of  the  company,  and 
enforce  his  rights  in  a  more  appropriate  way.  It  is  eaqr  to 
perceive  that  in  a  moment  of  irritation  or  excitement  it  may 
be  unpleasant  to  a  paaeenger  who  has  once  paid  to  submit  to 
«n  additional  exaction.  Bnt  unless  the  law  holds  him  to  do 
this,  there  arises  at  once  a  conflict  of  rights,  ffis  right  to 
transportation  is  no  greater  than  the  right  and  duty  of  the 
conductor  to  enforce  reascmable  rules,  and  to  con&nn  to  rea- 
sonable and  settled  customs  and  practices,  in  order  to  prei^ent 
the  company  from  being  defrauded;  and  a  forcible  coUisioD 
might  ensue.  The  two  supposed  rights  are  in  &ct  inconsistent 
with  each  other.  If  the  passenger  has  an  absolute  right  to  be 
carried,  the  conductor  can  have  no  right  to  require  the  pro- 
duction of  a  ticket  or  the  payment  of  fiue.  It  is  more  reason- 
able  to  hold  that,  for  the  time  being,  the  passenger  must  bear 
the  burden  which  results  from  his  foilure  to  have  a  proper 
ticket'' 

In  /Vfm.  B.B.V.  CornisO,  112  111.  295,  Craig,  J.,  said:  ''We 
entertain  no  doubt  that  appellee  was  entitled  to  recover  the 
amount  of  the  cost  of  a  ticket  from  the  place  he  was  ejected 
from  the  cars  to  New  York.  He  was  also  entitled  to  recover 
such  damages  as  he  sustained  on  account  of  the  delay  occa- 
sioned by  the  expulsion,  and  all  additional  expense  necessa- 
rily occasioned  thereby,  as  well  as  reasonable  damages  for  the 
indignity  in  being  expelled  from  the  train;  but  we  perceive 
DO  gioond  upon  which  he  can  recover  for  personal  injuries 
received,  unless  the  expulsion  was  malicious  or  wanton." 

In  HaU  V.  Memphis  etc.  R.  R.  Co^  16  Fed.  Bep.  61,  Ham- 
mond, J.,  said:  '*The  conductor  is  somewhat  like  the  master 
of  a  ship.  He  has  police  powers  and  disciplinary  control 
over  the  train,  and  the  quiet  and  comfort  of  the  paasengen 
and  their  saf^y  are  under  his  protection.  He  should  be 
obeyed  by  the  passengers,  and  the  common  notion  that  force 
must  be  invited  to  secure  legal  demands  against  his  nnlawAiI 
exactions  is  in  my  judgment  erroneous  and  vidous.  All  that 
a  passenger  need  do  is  to  express  his  dissent  to  the  demand 
made  upon  him,  and  he  need  not  require  force  to  be  exerted 
to  secure  his  rights, — certainly  not  to  increase  his  damages. 
«  •  .  .  I  folly  recognise  the  feeling  of  a*  fr'ee  American  citisen' 
in  the  fEkce  of  threatened  wrong  or  insult,  but  the  safety  of 
the  ship  forbids  that  he  should  fight  with  the  master,  and 
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Imperil  the  ship  and  liyee  and  property  she  carries.  Better 
that  he  should  snfTer  the  wrongs  than  to  endanger  or  discom- 
fort his  fellow-passengers.  The  conductor  of  a  railroad  train 
is  not  altogether  as  snpreme,  perhaps,  as  the  master  of  a  ship; 
bnt  on  analogous  prindples,  that  seem  to  me  obyions,  it  is,  I 
think|  the  doty  of  the  passenger  to  avoid  redstance  beyond 
mere  dissent,  and  submit  to  his  authority  without  more  than 
mere  protest,  unless  resistance  is  necessary  to  defend  himself 
against  impending  personal  injuries."  See  also  Swihen^  Kanr 
90$  Ry  Co.  V.  PAee^  88  Kan.  898;  anJU^  p.  766;  awOiem  Eomob 
IPy  Co.  T.  Hinsdale^  88  Kan.  607. 

Clearly,  if  Gants  was  a  trespasser  upon  the  train,  as  this  case 
was  put  to  the  jury,  then  the  conductor  had  the  right  to  put 
him  off,  and  it  was  his  duty  to  go  off  without  being  forced  to 
do  sa  If  the  conductor  had  the  right  to  put  him  off,  Oants 
at  the  same  time  could  not  have  a  legal  right  to  resist,  and 
necessarily  he  could  not  resist  the  conductor  in  the  discharge  of 
a  duty  and  the  exercise  of  a  right,  and  by  that  resistance  ac- 
quire a  right  to  resort  to  any  force  to  OYercome  it  Of  course, 
we  do  not  intend  to  intimate  that  a  trespasser  upon  a  train 
cBXi  be  treated  in  a  willful,  wanton,  and  malicious  manner: 
KoMOM  C%,  Ft.  a.  AO.R.JL  Co.  v.  KeOy^  86  Eas.  665;  69 
Am.  Bep.  696. 

In  the  conclusion  which  we  have  reached  regarding  the 
right  of  the  conductor  to  eject  Gants  from  the  train,  even  if 
be  made  a  mistake  in  taking  it,  induced  by  the  ticket  agent, 
upon  his  refusal  to  pay  the  fue  demanded,  we  do  not  over- 
look the  fact  that  a  railroad  company  is  a  public  carrier,  and 
that  some  of  the  authorities  are  in  conflict  with  the  doctrine 
herein  announced.  A  moving  train  filled  with  passengers, 
including  ladies  and  children,  is  not  the  place  for  a  wrangle, 
a  quarrel,  or  a  fight  with  the  ccmductor.  The  interests  of 
the  public  are  to  be  considered  in  such  a  case,  as  well  as  the 
interests  of  a  private  individuaL  As  was  said  in  Bailroad  Co. 
V.  ConneUy  wpra:  ''  It  would  be  unwise  and  dangerous  for  the 
traveling  public  to  adopt  any  rule  which  might  encourage 
resort  to  violence  on  a  train  of  cars."  This  conclusion  will 
prevent  breaches  of  the  peace  upon  railroad  trains  instead  of 
producing  them,  and  at  the  same  time  will  fully  protect  the 
passenger  by  making  the  company  responsible  for  all  damages 
resulting  from  any  breach  of  its  contract.  In  addition  to 
this,  if  a  passenger  has  suffered  in  his  business,  or  been  put 
to  expense  by  the  delay  or  refusal  of  the  railroad  company  to 
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carry  him  as  promised  by  its  ticket  agent  be  would  be  en- 
titled to  ample  damages  therefor.  In  this  connection,  it  is 
well  to  state,  that  where  a  trespasser  is  ejected  from  a  train, 
ench  ejection  may  be  at  a  place  other  than  a  depot  or  station, 
provided  care  is  taken  not  to  expose  his  person  to  serious  in- 
jury or  danger;  but  in  such  an  ejection^  the  railroad  company 
is  not  required  to  have  consideration  for  the  mere  convenience 
of  the  wrong-doer:  LiUU  v.  8t.  Louis  etc.  Ry  Co,^  64  Mo.  464; 
27  Am.  Rep.  255;  McClure  v.  PAOodelp&ia  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  34 
Md.  532;  Great  Western  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Miller,  19  Mich.  305; 
(ySrien  v.  Boston  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  15  Gray,  20;  77  Am.  Dec. 
847. 

The  trial  court,  in  its  instructions  to  the  jury,  treated  Cants 
as  a  tresi»asser  upon  the  train,  after  he  refdsed  to  pay  fare 
from  Peabody  to  Florence,  and  to  leave  the  train;  but  further 
Instructed  the  jury  as  follows: — 

^'8.  If  you  find,  from  the  evidence,  that  an  unneoeesary 
degree  of  force  was  employed,  and  that  plaintiff  was  injured 
thereby,  in  that  ease  he  would  be  entitled  to  recover  in  this 
action." 

'*11.  But  in  determining  what  is  a  reasonable  d^ree  of 
force  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  you  should  con- 
sider the  amount  of  resistance  opposed  by  the  plaintiff  to 
those  who  were  attempting  to  eject  him;  and  if  you  find  that 
the  plaintiff  suffered  injuries  which  were  the  direct  and  neces- 
sary result  of  the  application  of  force  rendered  necessary  by 
his  own  resistance,  he  cannot  recover  for  such  injuries;  but 
the  use  of  a  degree  of  force  disproportionate  to  the  resistance 
to  be  overcome  would  render  the  train-men  wrong-doers  in 
turn,  and  would  render  the  company  liable  for  any  injuries 
committed  by  reason  thereof. 

''  12.  I  instruct  you  that,  if  the  plaintiff  had  exerted  him- 
self to  the  utmost  in  resisting  the  efforts  of  the  train-men  to 
expel  him,  and  that,  in  overcoming  such  resistance,  the  train- 
men used  more  force  and  violence  than  were  necessary  for  the 
purpose,  and  without  any  intention  to  commit  unnecessary 
injury  plaintiff  was  ixgured  thereby, — in  such  a  case,  the  re- 
sistance offered  by  the  plaintiff  may  be  considered  in  mitiga- 
tion of  damages." 

'^20.  If,  under  the  evidence  and  instructi<ms  of  the  court| 
the  jury  find  for  the  plaintiff,  then,  in  estimating  the  plain- 
tiff's damages,  if  any  are  proved,  you  have  a  right  to  take 
into  consideration  the  personal  injury  inflicted  upon  him, 
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the  pain  and  suffering  undergone  by  him  in  consequence  of 
his  injuries,  if  any  are  proved,  the  loss  of  time  occasioned 
thereby,  the  reasonable  cost  of  medical  attendance,  and  also 
the  permanent  loss  or  damage,  if  any  is  shown,  arising  from 
disability,  resulting  to  the  plaintiff  from  the  injury  in  ques- 
tion,  rendering  him  less  capable  of  attending  to  his  business 
than  he  would  have  been  if  the  injury  had  not  been  received; 
plaintiff  would  also  be  entitled  for  any  sum  of  money  lost  by 
him  as  a  direct  consequence  of  the  wrongful  acts  complained 
of,  and  if  they  were  wrongful,  any  money  was  so  lost;  and  if 
you  further  find  from  the  evidence  that  the  injury  complained 
of  was  inflicted  wantonly  or  willfully,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
has  sustained  damages  thereby,  then  the  jury  are  not  limited 
in  assessing  the  damages  to  mere  compensation  for  damages 
actually  sustained;  but  you  may  give  him  a  further  sum,  by 
way  of  exemplary  at  vindictive  damages,  as  a  protection  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  as  a  salutary  example.*' 

The  railroad  company  requested  the  following  instruction, 
which  Iras  refused:  ^'In  determining  the  question  in  this  case 
as  to  whether  the  train-men  on  the  train  from  which  plaintiff 
was  ejected  used  more  force  or  violence  than  was  necessary  to 
be  used  in  ejecting  plaintiff  from  such  train,  you  are  to  take 
into  consideration  the  amount  of  resistance  offered  by  plain- 
tiff to  such  ejection;  and  if  you  find  that  he  resisted  the  at- 
tempt of  the  conductor  to  put  him  off  from  such  train  with 
all  the  force  and  power  he  was  capable  of  using,  then,  and  in 
such  a  case,  you  are  instructed  that  the  law  will  not  with  a 
nicety  weigh  the  amount  of  force  necessary  to  be  used  in  over- 
coming such  resistance,  and  that  in  such  case  the  def^dant 
would  only  be  liable  in  a  case  of  palpable  and  perfectly  ap- 
parent use  of  force  beyond  that  which  was  clearly  necessary 
to  be  used  in  overcoming  the  resistance  offered  by  plaintiff." 

If  Gants  was  a  trespasser  upon  the  train,  the  conductor  had 
the  right  to  eject  him,  and  we  think  the  railroad  company  can 
only  be  made  responsible  for  the  injuries  inflicted  which  were 
willful,  wanton,  or  malicious. 

In  refusing  to  give  the  instruction  prayed  for,  and  in  giving 
to  the  jury  the  twelfth  instruction,  and  also  the  twentieth,  the 
court  made  the  railroad  company  liable  in  damages  for  all 
excessive  force  used  in  overcoming  the  resistance  of  Gants, 
although  such  force  was  used  '^  without  any  intention  on  the 
part  of  the  conductor  or  those  assisting  him  to  commit  injury." 
The  first  clauses  of  the  twentieth  instruction  permitted  Gants 
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to  reeover  for  ''the  penoDal  injuries  inflicted  upon  Urn,  and 
the  raffering  imdelgoiie  b J  him  in  ameeqaenoe  of  his  injnriet,'' 
elthong^  a  part  of  the  injuries  may  have  been  occasioned  in 
overcoming  his  own  unlawfiil  resistance.  In  CfalbraiUh  v. 
Fleming^  00  Mich.  403,  the  court  said:  "The  law  does  not  put 
a  premium  upon  fighting,  and  one  who  voluntarily  enters  into 
a  quarrel  will  not  be  a£fbrded  relief  for  his  own  wrong  in  dam- 
ages if  he  come  out  second  best  While  the  vcduntary  act  oa 
{he  part  of  the  plaintiff  would  not  preclude  the  state  from 
punishing  him  or  the  defendant  for  a  breach  of  the  peace,  it 
nevertheless  prevents  him  from  bringing  a  civil  action  to  re- 
cover compensation  for  injuries  received  by  bis  own  aeeldng 
and  in  vlolattoii  of  law.'' 

In  2ViyIor  v.  Clmdening,  4  Kan.  BHi^  it  was  held  that 
''where  a  person  who  was  the  original  aggressor  in  an  affiray 
met  with  too  vigorous  a  defense,  and  sued  for  damages  on 
account  of  the  injuries,  could  not  recover  of  his  intended 
victim.'' 

It  has  been  dedded  by  this  oourtv  time  and  again,  that  when* 
ever  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff^i  nei^igence  or  wrongful  aet 
had  a  material  effect  in  producing  the  injury,  or  substantially 
contributed  toward  it,  he  is  not  mtitled  to  recover;  and  far- 
ther, that  if  a  plaintiff  is  first  in  fault  in  infringing  upon  a 
defendant's  ri^ts,  the  defendant  is  absolved  from  all  but 
slight  care,  and  is  liable  only  for  gross  or  wanton  negligence: 
Unim  Pkicifie  Ry  Co.  v.  JZoIUna,  6  Kan.  167;  Komom  Faeifie 
Bfy  Co.  V.  PoinieTj  14  Id.  87.  In  the  latter  case,  it  was  said 
by  Brewer,  J.:  "  Many  considerations,  especially  the  diflBculty 
of  correcQy  apportioning  the  damages,  and  determining  to 
what  extent  the  wrong  of  the  respective  parties  was  instro- 
mental  in  causing  the  iiyury,  uphold  the  rule  so  universally 
recognised,  that  where  the  wrong,  the  negligence  of  both  pai^ 
ties,  contributes  to  the  injury,  the  law  will  not  afford  any 
leliefl" 

In  this  case,  Gknts  could  have  remained  upon  the  train  and 
g<me  to  Florence  by  paying  the  fere  from  Peabody  to  that  sta- 
tion; or  when  the  train  stopped  he  could  have  left  the  train 
when  requested  to  do  so  by  the  conductor  in  a  gentlemanly 
manner;  and  it  is  clearly  evident  that  if  he  had  done  either 
he  would  not  have  suffered  any  personal  injuries  at  the  hands 
of  the  conductor  or  train-men.  He  stubbornly  refused  to  pay 
the  additional  fere,  and  also  forcibly  resisted  when  requested 
to  leave  the  train.    He  did  all  of  this  after  the  conductor  had 
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informed  him  that  tho  train  woold  not  stop  at  Peabody,  and 
that  he  mnst  pay  to  Florence  or  get  off.  Under  the  role  ee- 
tablished  in  this  state  in  Tayhr  ▼.  Clendening^  4  Kan.  524|  eo 
long  ago  as  1868,  Oants  onght  not  to  recover,  even  if  his  re- 
sistance  might  have  been  overcome  with  something  of  less 
force  than  the  conductor  and  his  assistants  actually  nsed,  un- 
less such  excessive  force  was  willful,  wanton,  or  malicious. 

By  resisting  to  the  utmost  of  his  power  and  ability  Gants 
invited  force;  and  he  ought  not  to  complain  of  the  force  used 
if  there  was  no  intention  upon  the  paxt  of  the  conductor  or  his 
assistants  to  commit  unnecessary  injury.  On  the  other  hand, 
if  Gants,  although  a  trespasser  upon  the  train,  received  inju- 
ries which  were  the  direct  and  necessary  result  of  willful, 
wanton,  or  malidous  acts  of  the  conductor  or  those  assisting 
him,  he  is  entitled  to  his  damages:  f  onsos  CUy^  Ft.  5.,  d:  O. 
R.  R.  Co.  V.  JCsBy,  ttipro. 

Counsel  for  Oants  imdst  that  the  decisions  are  that  a  tres- 
passer can  recover  for  all  injuries  arising  fnm  the  use  of 
unnecessary  fioroe,  without  regard  to  whether  it  was  willful, 
wanton,  or  malicious;  and  also  insist  that  this  court  has  rec- 
ognised this  rule  inM.  K.d:  T.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Weaver^  16  Kan. 
466,  and  Kanmu  Pae.  Ry  Co.  v.  feisbr,  18  Id.  628.  In  tho 
Weaver  case,  the  railway  company  was  found  by  the  jury  to 
have  been  the  aggressor  after  the  passenger  had  been  ejected 
and  put  upon  the  ground.  The  expulsion  in  that  case  was 
Iield  to  have  been  wrongful,  but  as  it  did  not  seem  to  the 
oourt  to  have  been  wanton  or  excessively  cruel,  the  damages 
were  deemed  excessive,  and  the  judgment  reversed.  In  the 
Kessler  case,  the  court  held  that  in  the  wvongfbl  expulsion  of 
the  passenger  lirom  the  train  the  railroad  company  was  guilty 
of  such  gross  negjigence  as  amounted  to  wantonness;  and  yet, 
even  then,  with  mueh  hesitation  it  aflbmed  a  judgment  of 
eight  hundred  and  twenty  dollars  only. 

In  several  of  the  cases  dted  by  counseli  where  damages 
have  been  allowed  for  unnecessary  force,  the  unnecessary 
farce  was  wanton  or  malicious.  In  MeKinley  v.  C  A  N.  W. 
Ry  Co.f  44  Iowa,  814,  the  act^  of  the  farakeman,  for  which 
Ihe  company  was  held  liable,  were  malicious  and  criminal. 
In  Bam  v.  Chicago  is  N.  W.  Ry  Co.,  89  Wis.  686,  the  passen- 
ger peaceably  and  lawftQly  entered  a  ladies'  car,  in  which 
there  were  many  vacant  seats,  and  when  about  to  occupy  one 
was  rudely  and  violently  seised  by  a  brakeman,  aided  by  a 
volunteer,  and  forcibly  thrust  from  the  car.    The  passenger 
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was  not  at  first  requested  to  leave  the  car  or  forbidden  to  enter 
it.  In  that  case,  the  assault  was  willfnl,  wanton,  and  mali- 
cions.  In  Jachon  v.  Second  Ave.  R,  R,  Co.^  47  N.  Y.  274,  the 
passenger  tendered  five  cents  for  fare  on  a  street-car,  and 
the  condnctor  demanded  six.  This  was  refused.  The  con- 
ductor caught  the  passenger  around  the  waist,  and  stopped 
the  car  to  put  him  out.  The  passenger  refused  to  leave  the 
car,  and  resisted;  the  conductor  struck  him  a  blow  on  his 
nose,  but  made  no  further  attempt  to  eject  him.  The  blow 
struck  by  the  conductor  was  held  by  the  trial  court  to  have 
been  willful  and  malicious,  and  the  case  waa  reversed,  because 
it  was  not  left  to  the  juiy  to  determine  whether  the  act  was 
done  without  malice  or  ill  feeling.  In  Ha/Mon  v.  Ewropean  & 
N.  A.  Ry  Co.j  62  Me.  84, 16  Am.  Bep.404,  after  the  paaeeoger 
has  ceased  all  resistance,  and  waa  returning  to  his  seat,  with 
his  back  to  the  brakeman,  the  latter  struck  him  several  blows 
with  an  iron  poker  two  feet  long  and  half  an  inch  in  diameter, 
about  the  head  and  shoulders  and  over  the  eye.  Evidently 
the  assault  of  the  brakeman  in  this  case  was  also  wiUful, 
wanton,  and  malicious.  In  Coleman  v.  N.  Y.&N.H.R^K 
Co.j  106  Mass.  160,  the  passenger  who  was  qected  was  struck 
two  or  three  heavy  blows  behind  the  ear,  and  thrown  bodily 
upon  the  platform  of  the  depot.  The  trial  oourt  in  that  case 
instructed  the  jury  that  the  railroad  company  was  responsible 
for  excessive  or  unreasonable  force,  but  also  stated  to  the 
jury  that  the  passenger  '^had  no  right  to  resist  the  process  of 
being  put  out."  In  the  opinion  in  that  case,  it  was  said  that 
^^  violence  on  the  part  of  the  passenger  would  increase  the  vio- 
lence necessary  and  proper  to  be  used  on  the  part  of  the  em- 
ployees; and  if  it  contributed  in  any  degree  to  the  violence  of 
his  fall,  or  to  the  aggravation  of  bis  disease,  he  cannot  recover 
for  the  injuries  be  received.  The  burden  was  on  him  to  prove 
that  his  own  illegal  acts  did  not  in  any  degree  contribute  to 
the  alleged  injury,  but  that  it  was  whoDy  caused  by  the 
wrongful  acts  of  the  railroad  ^ximpany's  servants." 

This  language  plainly  implies  that:  the  unnaoessary  force 
must  be  wanton  or  malicious. 

We  think  a  critical  examination  of  the  decisions  will  demon- 
strate the  general  rule  to  be,  that  where  parties  are  pennitied 
to  recover  solely  on  account  of  ixguries  infiioted  by  unneces- 
sary force  or  excessive  violence,  the  facts  in  the  cases  disclose 
that  the  force  or  violence  used  was  willful,  wanton,  or  mali* 
eious;  and  that  in  most  of  the  cases  ''unneoessary  fuoe"  or 
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''ezceseive  violence"  was  uBed  as  synonymous  or  tantamount 
to  wanton  or  malicious  force. 

But  counsel  insist  that  the  excessive  force  used  in  this  case 
was  willful  and  wanton;  and  therefore  that  the  judgment 
should  not  be  disturbed.  We  cannot  assent  to  this.  Under 
the  instructions,  the  jury  were  not  authorized  to  separate  the 
force  used  in  overcoming  obstinate  and  forcible  resistance  with 
no  intention  to  commit  injury,  from  the  force  that  was  used' 
willfully,  wantonly,  or  maliciously,  if  any  such  force  was  used. 
Even  if  Oants  was  upon  the  train  under  the  direction  of  the 
ticket  agent,  and  without  fault  on  his  part,  as  before  remarked, 
be  should  have  paid  the  extra  fare  to  Florence,  as  he  was  able 
to  do,  or  left  the  train  when  it  stopped.  For  the  mistake  of 
the  ticket  agent,  or  the  wrong  of  the  railroad  company,  if  any, 
he  had  ample  remedy:  Strnthem  Kdn$ai  Ry  Oc,  v.  Biee^  38 
Kan.  898;  anUj  p.  766;  Wheeier  and  WtUon  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Boyce^ 
86  Kan.  860;  59  Am.  Rep.  671. 

As  a  new  trial  must  be  ordered,  we  will  dispose  of  the  minor 
alleged  errors.  There  was  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  railroad 
company  that,  prior  to  his  removal  from  the  train,  Oants  used 
vile,  obscene,  and  profane  language.  Gkmts  introduced  two 
witnesses  to  show  that  he  was  not  in  the  habit  of  using  obscene 
or  pro&ne  language.  One  of  the  witnesses  testified  that  he 
had  known  Oants  over  a  year,  and  that  he  never  heard  him 
''use  half  a  doien  oaths  in  his  life."  Another  witness  testi- 
fied that  he  never  heard  him  ^' use  obscene  language  in  public, 
but  that  he  might  have  heard  him  make  use  of  an  oath  some- 
times, but  not  frequently."  We  do  not  think  the  answers  of 
the  witnesses  very  material,  or  as  tending  to  prove  much* 
Whether  Oants  had  a  great  propensity  to  use  obscene  lan- 
guage is  not  important.  If  sueh  evidence  were  permitted,  it 
would  present  a  collateral  issue,  and  we  do  not  think,  under 
the  authorities,  that  this  evidence  in  this  kind  of  a  case  is 
competent:  ThompBon  v.  Bowie^  4  Wall.  468;  Commonwealth 
V.  Kennan^  180  Mass.  89. 

Also,  the  question  permitted  to  be  asked  upon  cross-exami- 
nation of  (MM  of  the  witnesses  as  to  the  number  of  saloons  in 
Las  Animas  and  La  Junta,  Colorado,  was  wholly  improper, 
because  it  did  not  tend  to  rebut,  impeach,  modify,  or  explain 
any  of  his  testimony. 

Again,  we  do  not  think  that  the  evidence  of  what  the  con- 
ductor of  the  Wichita  train  told  Oants  was  admissible.  If 
it  were  true,  it  was  not  sufficient  ground  for  Oants  to  refuae  to 
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pay  his  but  to  Florence,  or  to  redst  removal  from  the  train. 
A  oondoetor  in  the  line  of  his  duty  in  collecting  flEire,  taking 
op  tickets,  and  in  giving  infonnation  to  the  passengers  on  his 
train,  represents  the  company  as  to  the  running  and  operation 
of  his  own  train,  bnt  in  this  case  the  Wichita  train  stopped 
at  Newton,  and  Oants  had  to  change  cars  at  that  place  in 
Older  to  go  to  Peabody.  In  the  case  of  Intemaiunud  &  O.  N. 
R.  R.  Co.  ▼.  GUbert^  64  Tex.  586,  cited,  the  conductor  instmcted 
the  passenger  to  keep  her  seat  upon  his  train,  although  she 
had  a  ticket  far  a  train  that  branched  off  in  another  directioD. 
The  court  there  veiy  properly  held  that  the  answer  of  the  con- 
ductor was  equivalent  to  saying  she  was  on  the  right  train, 
and  held  the  railroad  company  responsible  in  damages,  but 
did  not  intimate  that  she  could  have  increased  her  damages 
by  refusing  to  leave  the  train  when  ordered:  See  Cimeimmaii, 
A,  4:  LR.R.  Co.  v.  Catpor^  113  Ind.  26.  There  was  some 
evidence  tending  to  show  that  Oants  was  removed  fixun  the 
train  with  the  assistance  of  one  or  two  passengers;  and  it  is 
nlaimirf  on  the  part  of  the  railroad  company  that  the  com- 
pany is  not  responsible  far  their  acts,  unless  they  were  re- 
quested by  the  conductor  to  assist  It  was  not  necessary  that 
tiie  conductor  should  have  (^ven  express  directions  to  all  con- 
oemed  in  the  ejection,  but  if  any  passenger  aided  the  conduc- 
tor or  the  train-men,  with  his  permission  and  sanction,  a  jury 
mi^t  infer  an  employment  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  pas- 
sengers were  mere  interlopers,  and  the  conductor  had  no 
of^portunity  to  interfere  with  their  actions,  it  would  not  be  fair 
that  the  railroad  company  should  be  held  responsible  for  their 
acts. 
Tho  judgment  of  the  district  court  will  be  reversed,  and  the 
remanded  far  a  new  trial. 


Ommimi  Oitiiaa  is  Bo«n>  lo  Sror  ja  AufsmassD  Burmat  Bm  nolt 
Is  BMhi  V.  Jf#ClM(|i— ,  SS  Abl  DiflL  SOS^SOS;  taiitmSeanr.MmkrmRS. 
OXp  St  Id.  780}  and  ciiecigo  ife.i2.i2.ObwT.  Flagg^  92  Id.  131 

Iv  AasavoB  or  Statute  Rin.soni>  Compaht  mat  Adopt  RsairLAXiov 
Hut  fnioM  ihall  not  stop  at  d«iigiia»«d  placet  or  atationa;  and  h  ia  tlM  da^ 
ol  the  paaaangar,  baf ora  going  on  i^e  train,  to  aaoartam  whtf  ho  ean  atops 
CNUaafe.  RB.€kKr.  8waHkimt,  9^  Am.  Bop.  101 

Oomoii  OiaaiBa  max  Biao*  f  abibiioxe  loa  RnuaAL  to  Pat  Fabk 
Vole  to  Cfolma  eie.  R.  M.  Co.  \.  Pmi$,  68  Am.  Daa  570-673;  JtffkiwmUk 
tle.M.B.r.  Ayerib  SSld.  S76»  ^ikuiarr.  8U  ZoMii  etc  i2.  iZ.  Cb.,  92  Mo.  339; 
ead  ia  abaanea  of  atatnta^  mrv  do  ao  at  pUoa  other  than  atationx  Id.;  ilSaoii 
€fmL  H.  it  Ox  T.  MiSR,  9^  id.  81;  ItOmok  Cmd.  H.  i2.  Oa.  t.  Wyumm%  91 

ULisa. 


Jan.  1888.]    Wsrsbn  Union  Tel.  Ck).  v.  Cualu  795 

RAn.iMiAi>  pAMorosR  mat  not  AMsastt  jan>  Maotmis  wt  Vcmcm  his 
ij^t  to  tnuporUtioa:  8m  Ptmuiffvamki  ILILC0.Y.  ConiMfll  M  Ahl  Bep. 
238;  Kanns  Ok$  etc  H  B.  Ok  r.  EeUy^  09  Id.  696;  SoMOem  Kamom  B'y  Co. 
▼.  RioB^  wU€^  p.  766. 

MxASUBB  OF  DAXAon  ioift  Wbohofctl  Expulbion  ov  Famivoib:  8m 
8%wllktvn  JEoMOf  ify  Cbw  ▼.  Aoe^  oiifc^  p.  766. 


Wbstbbn  Union  Telegraph  Company  v.  Gsall. 

(SB  Kuwait  07*81] 
IkLIOBlTB  OmrANT  HAT  NOT  LdIIT  TO  LUBOJIT  BO  W  tO  tcUmTB  UmU 

■gMiiBt  Hi  own  groM  ii«|^igflaco  by  making  a  proriiioa  in  ili  oontraol 
with  th«  Mnder  of  a  mtwiga  that  it  will  not  bo  liaUo  for  nmcptatod 
iBWigw  happening  by  negUgenoe  of  its  serrants  beyond  ths  aaoont  rs- 
oeired  for  sending  the  sanies  and  this  mle  does  not  make  ths  oompany 
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yis  intnidneed  br  tiie  dsfndiBt  oomneaT.  tha  msrs  ntodnfllifln  of 
ths  nMSHge  oontitfniBg  ths  ntstskss  is  anffloiflttt  to  establish  sufw  oare- 
Issnses  by  the  oompoDy^  and  woold  throw  vpon  it  ths  borden  of  proof 
taeoDonse  or  eonhin  its  nrfstskes. 


Waggener^  Martin^  and  Orr,  tat  the  plaintiff  in  enor. 

TomUnmm  mid  EaUm^  tat  the  dofandaat  in  enor. 

Holt,  C.  On  September  19,  1888,  Jesse  C.  Crall,  the  de- 
fendant in  error,  by  his  son  and  agent,  Orabam  Crall,  delivered 
to  the  defendant  oompany,  at  Atcbison,  Kansas,  the  following 
message,  leaving  out  printed  matter,  etc.: — 

''To  J.  B.  Smith,  Esq.,  Eureka, Kansas:  Ship  Bones,  snlky, 
and  trap  to  Valley  Falls,  immediately.     Obahah  Cball.'' 

The  message  received  by  Smith  on  the  same  day,  at  Enreka, 
omitting  printed  matter,  etc.,  was  as  foUows: — 

''  To  J.  B.  Smith:  Ship  Beras,  sulky,  and  traps  to  Neosba 
Falls  immediately.  Oraham  Cbolt.'' 

''  Bones^  was  the  name  of  a  trotting  horse  owned  by  Crall, 
and  at  that  time  in  charge  of  Smith  at  Bnreka.  He  imme- 
diately shipped  the  hone,  snBcy,  and  traps  to  Neosho  Falls, 
where  they  remained  several  weeks  before  Crall  ascertained 
where  they  were.  Smith,  being  only  temporarily  in  charge  of 
the  horse,  left  Bmwka,  and  Crall  had  no  communication  from 
him,  nor  did  he  know  his  whereabouts  until  after  the  horse 
was  found  at  Neosho  Falls,  although  he  made  diligent  inquiry 
for  him.  Trial  was  had  at  the  February  term,  1886,  in  the 
Atchison  district  court,  and  a  jury  being  waived,  the  court 


796  WsaTBBN  Uhior  Tel.  Co.  v.  Ciblall.       [EanBas, 

•pecutUy  fimnd  that  the  mesflage  in  the  dispatch  was  Teiy 
plainly  written,  in  a  large,  round  hand,  so  that  no  word  in  it 
could  have  been  mistaken  for  any  other  word,  if  examined 
even  with  the  slightest  care;  that  the  weather  was  fair  and 
pleasant  on  and  during  all  of  the  day  on  which  the  said  dis- 
patch was  sent,  both  at  Atchison  and  Eureka,  and  that  tbero 
was  no  evidence  of  any  electrical  disturbance  at  any  place  on 
the  line  between  said  points.  The  seventh  finding  of  fact  is  as 
follows:-  "  There  is  no  similarity  in  the  telegraphic  symbols cr 
characters,  nor  in  the  sound  made  by  the  instrument  in  fiuiD- 
ingiudd  symbols  or  characters,  between  the  words  'Valley' 
and  'Neosho';  and  there  being  no  electrical  disturbance,  the 
three  mistakes  in  the  transmission  of  said  message  were  the 
result  of  the  gross  negligence  of  the  defendant's  operators,  or 
the  gross  negligence  of  the  defendant  in  keeping  instrumeDti 
and  appUanees  that  were  oatof  order  and  not  in  proper  con- 
dition for  use." 

Crall  brought  his  action  against  the  telegraph  company  fa 
the  expense  of  keeping  the  horse,  loss  of  its  use,  etc.;  judg* 
ment  was  rendered  for  the  plainti£f  for  $136.10,  and  costa 
The  defendant  company  brings  the  case  here  for  review.  For 
a  defense,  the  defendant  relied  vqpon  the  contract  printed  above 
the  message  sent  by  Gkaham  Crall.    It  is  as  foUowa: — 

''THB  WSBTSRN  union  TSLSOSiLPH  COMPANY. 

'*  All  messages  by  this  company  are  subject  to  the  foUovrini 
terms: — 

"  To  guard  against  mistakes  or  delqrs,  the  sender  of  a  mes- 
sage should  order  it  repeated;  that  b|  tsisgiapbed  back  to  the 
originating  office  for  comparison.  For  this,  one  half  the  legidat 
rate  is  charged  in  addition.  It  is  agreed  between  the  sender  of 
the  following  message  and  this  company,  that  said  company 
shall  not  be  liable  for  mistakes  or  delays  in  the  transnussiOD 
or  delivery,  or  for  non-delivery,  of  any  unrepeated  message, 
whether  happening  by  negligence  of  its  servants  or  otherwise^ 
beyond  the  amount  reoeived  for  sending  the  same;  nor  fa 
mistakes  or  delays  in  the  transmission  or  delivery,  or  for  dod- 
delivery,  of  any  repeated  message,  beyond  fifty  times  the  soffl 
received  for  sending  the  same,  unless  specially  insured;  nor  is 
any  case  for  delays  arising  firom  unavoidable  interruption  in 
the  working  of  its  lines,  or  for  errors  in  cipher  or  obscure  met* 
sages.  And  this  company  is  hereby  made  the  agent  of  the 
•ender,  without  liability,  to  forward  any  message  over  the  liM 
of  any  other  company  when  necessary  to  reach  its  destination 
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*' Correctness  in  the  transmission  of  a  message  to  aqy  point 
on  the  lines  of  this  company  can  be  insured  by  ccmtract  in 
writing,  stating  agreed  amount  of  risk,  and  payment  of  pre* 
mium  thereon,  at  the  following  rates,  in  addition  to  the  usual 
charge  for  repeated  messages,  viz.:  One  per  cent  for  any  dis- 
tance not  exceeding  one  thousand  miles,  and  two  per  cent  for 
any  greater  distance.  No  employee  of  the  company  is  author- 
ised  to  vary  the  foregoing. 

^No  responsibility  regarding  messages  attaches  to  this  com- 
pany until  the  same  are  presented  and  accepted  at  one  of  its 
transmitting  offices;  and  if  a  message  is  sent  to  such  office  by 
one  of  the  company's  messengers,  he  acts  for  that  purpose  as 
the  agent  of  the  sender. 

^'Messages  will  be  delivered  free  within  the  established 
free-delivery  limits  of  the  terminal  office.  For  delivery  at  a 
greater  distance,  a  special  charge  will  be  made  to  cover  the 
cost  of  such  delivery. 

''The  company  will  not  be  liable  for  damages  in  any  case 
where  the  claim  is  not  presented  in  writing,  within  lijcfydays 
after  sending  the  message." 

Immediately  above  the  dispatch,  in  print,  was:  ''Send  the 
following  message,  subject  to  the  above  terms,  which  are 
hereby  agreed  to." 

The  defense  the  telegraph  company  interposed  will  require 
an  examination  of  the  legal  effect  of  this  contract,  to  deter- 
mine the  liability,  if  any,  of  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff. 
In  the  first  place,  it  is  well  enough  to  consider  the  circum- 
stances under  which  such  contracts  are  usually  made.  The 
demand  for  haste  and  dispatch  upon  which  the  businesB  of 
telegraphy  is  based  virtually  compels  the  sender  of  a  message 
to  accept  tne  terms  offered;  often  he  has  no  choice  in  the  se- 
lection of  the  company  to  do  the  work  required,  and  then  a 
single  message  is  of  comparatively  little  interest  to  the  com- 
pany,— simply  the  remuneration  for  sending  it, — while  it  may 
be  of  great  importance  to  the  sender.  He  would  probably 
have  his  right  of  action  against  the  company  to  compel  it  to 
make  a  reasonable  contract  with  him,  for  to  a  certain  extent 
telegraph  companies  are  quasi  public  servants,  and  owe  the 
public  certain  duties,  as  they  can  exercise  the  right  of  eminent 
domain,  and  receive  franchises.  But  he  does  not  wish  to  be 
forced  to  compel  it  to  make  a  fair  and  reasonable  contract; 
his  object  is  to  have  his  message  sent  promptly,  and  he  would 
therefore  accept  hard  conditions  at  the  hands  of  the  company 
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rather  tban  deky  his  budneM  and  seek  redress  in  the  eoorti. 
Under  sneh  drcamstanoes  the  psrtieB  are  not  dealing  on  aa 
equal  fboting.  When  the  oompauy  has  such  an  advantage,in 
consequence  of  the  nature  of  its  employment,  it  can  eBtStj 
dictate  terms.  It  should  not|  however,  be  sustained  m  trail- 
ing  its  patrons  unfisdrly  and  inequiti^ly,  and  supported  in 
unconscionable  contracts  made  under  such  circumstances: 
We9Um  Union  Td.  Co.  ▼.  G^mkam,  1  Col.  230;  9  Am.  Rqt. 
186;  TyUr  ▼.  Wottem  Union  Td.  Co.y  90  BL  421;  U  Am.  Bep^ 
88;  Gray  on  Ckmimunication  by  Telegraph,  sec.  48. 

Was  the  contract  itself  a  valid  one?  It  is  not  claimed  bj 
the  defendant  in  error  that  the  tel^p^ph  company  is  an  insnrv 
of  a  message  sent,  nor  that  it  cannot  make  reasonable  rq^ul^ 
tions  for  carrying  on  its  own  business,  but  it  is  urged  that  a 
telegraph  company  cannot  by  contract  exempt  itself  from  all 
liability  that  may  arise  by  reason  of  its  own  negligence  in  M* 
ing  to  provide  suitable  instruments,  or  from  negligence  of  iti 
operators  and  servants.  He  cites  a  long  list  of  authorities  thai 
apparently  support  this  contention.  However,  in  disposing 
of  this  matter  it  is  not  necessary  to  pass  upon  the  questioa 
urged,  for  in  this  case  it  is  found  by  the  court  that  the  de- 
fendant company  was  guilty  of  gross  negligence.  The  pro?i»- 
ion  in  the  contract  that  the  company  will  not  be  held  liable 
for  unrepeated  messages,  happening  by  negligence  of  its  ae^ 
vants,  beyond  the  amount  received  for  the  sending  of  die 
same,  is  not  valid  to  relieve  it  from  liability  against  its  ova 
gross  negligence.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  telegraph  company, 
when  it  receives  a  message  and  the  money  therefor,  from  tbe 
sender,  to  exercise  care  and  diligence  in  transmitting  it 
promptly  and  accurately.  No  contract  should  be  sustaiDsd 
by  the  courts  which  would  excuse  it  from  gross  negligence  or 
willful  misconduct  in  performing  a  service  undertaken  tot 
another  for  hire.  The  current  authorities  to  sustain  this  prin- 
ciple is  unbroken.  The  interests  are  many  and  varied,  de- 
pending upon  the  proper  performance  by  it  of  the  woik  il 
assumes;  and  it  is  against  public  policy  that  it  should  be 
allowed  to  stipulate  for  exemption  from  tbe  exercise  of  care 
and  diligence  in  this  duty,  which  it  has  voluntarily  taken  upoD 
Itself.  This  rule  does  not  make  the  telegraph  company  ao 
insurer,  but  it  does  prevent  it  from  evading  its  liabilities  te 
its  errors  arising  frx>m  gross  negligence:  Tdegraph  Co.  v.  (M- 
wold,  37  Ohio  St.  801 ;  Western  Union  Td.  Co.  v.  Tyler^  74  OL 
168;  24  Am.  Rep.  279;  SweaOand  v.  Ill  &  Min.  Tel.  Co.^  27  Jxm^ 
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488;  1  Axil  Bep.  286;  BariUtt  v.  WetUm  Union  Td.  Co.^9StMe. 
209;  16  Am.  Bep. 437;  We$iem  Union  Tel.  Co.y.  Oraham^  1  Col. 
230;  9  Am.  Bep.  186;  Candee  v.  We9Um  Union  Td.  Co.,  84  Wis. 
471;  17  Am.  Bep.  452;  EUis  ▼.  American  Td.  Co.^  95  ICaaa. 
226;  Ajfer  v.  We$Um  Union  Tel  Co.,  79  Me.  495. 

Was  the  telegraph  company  guilty  of  gross  negligence?  It 
is  so  found  by  the  court  below,  and  we  think  the  findings  are 
abundantly  supported  by  the  evidence  in  the  case.  In  a  mes- 
sage containing  nine  words,  besides  the  address  and  signature 
of  the  sender,  there  were  three  mistakes;  it  was  sent  over  de- 
fendant's own  line,  on  a  fair  day,  in  which  there  were  no  elec- 
trical or  atmospherical  disturbances;  and  the  court  especially 
found  that  there  was  no  similarity  in  the  sounds,  symbols, 
and  characters  used  in  telegraphy  for  the  words  ^'Valley''  and 
<<  Neosho.''  There  is  no  good  reason,  in  the  absence  of  atmos- 
pherical or  electrical  disturbances,  why  the  message  should 
not  have  been  transmitted  exactly  as  it  was  received.  The 
art  of  telegraphy  has  been  reduced  to  comparative  exactness 
and  certainty,  and  it  was  only  by  the  gross  carelessness  of  the 
operator,  or  the  culpable  imperfections  of  the  instruments  and 
appliance  of  the  ccmipany,  that  such  a  mistake  could  have 
been  made  in  transmitting  the  message  so  short  a  distance 
upon  a  calm,  fair  day. 

There  is  no  testimony  introdooed  in  this  case  by  the  defend- 
ant company,  and  we  presume  the  mere  production  of  the 
mutilated  message  would  have  been  sufficient  to  establish  the 
gross  carelessness  of  the  defendant  It  would  have  thrown 
the  burden  of  proof  upon  the  defendant  to  excuse  or  explain 
its  mistakes:  Tdegraph  Co.  v.  Oriiwdd,  37  Ohio  St.  301;  Rit- 
ienhoute  v.  Independent  Line  of  Tdegraph^  44  N.  Y,  268;  4  Am. 
Bep.  678;  Baldwin  v.  United  8tate$  Td.  Co.,  45  N.  Y.  744;  6 
Am.  Bep.  166;  TTsttem  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Carsip,  16  Mich.  626; 
Weetem  Union  Td.  Co.  v.  Meek,  49  Ind.  68;  Turner  v.  Hawl- 
eye  Td.  Co.,  41  Iowa,  4C8;  20  Am.  Bep.  605.  The  plaintiff  did 
prove,  in  addition,  that  the  weather  was  favorable  for  the  use 
of  defendant's  wires  and  instruments. 

We  believe  that  the  findings  of  the  court  are  sustained  by 
ample  testimony  showing  gross  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
company,  and  that  the  ccmtract  urged  as  a  defense  by  the  de- 
fendant is  of  no  legal  force  whatever,  when  it  is  attempted 
thereby  to  relieve  the  company  of  its  gross  negligence. 

We  recommend  that  the  judgment  be  affirmed. 

By  the  Coubt.    It  is  so  oi-Jer<KJ 
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CoifrABTCiAniorBrCoinBiUjr  BiLisfBlTBnv  orLuBam 
fom  NMUOnroB:  See  AirfawM  t.  FFeiteni  Union  TtL  Cow,  oafe^  p.  672i  nd 
note.  In  We$tem  Union  Td.  Co,  ▼.  HoweU,  38  Ean.  680,  the  nuun  featoM 
ol  tlie  OMO  were  nmilar  to  tbote  of  the  priiuapal  caaep  and  the  doctrine  tbiAa 
telegraph  oompaay  hae  no  power  to  limit  ite  liabilitj  by  contnet^  ao  as  te 
reliere  iteelf  against  aete  of  groes  neglig^noe  committed  by  its  agents  and 
employeee.  waa  reiterated  and  affirmed.  In  this  case  the  word  "Salma* 
appeared  in  the  message  deliTered  instead  of  the  word  "  Salem,"  written  by 
the  sender;  and  it  was  found  as  a  fact  thnt  the  word  "  Salem  "*  was  so  pbinly 
written  that  it  oonld  not  have  been  mistaken  for  the  word  "  Salina,**  nor  for 
any  other  word,  "by  any  psiean  possessing  ordinary  eyesight,  who  woold 
^y^min^  ft  with  the  slightest  care  ";  and  the  ooort  held  that  this  was  equiva- 
lent to  a  finding  that  the  company's  agent  did  not  exercise  the  slightest  caie 
in  traaamission  of  the  message.  The  additional  fact  also  appeared  that  ths 
maaagar  of  the  firm  to  whom  the  message  waa  sent  feared  a  mistaJns  sad 
had  the  agent  of  the  company  ask  for  a  Terification  of  the  meange;  md  it 
waa  decided  that  this  waa  notice  to  the  oompany  that  a  mistake  was  fssred, 
and  thati  in  view  of  all  the  fsets^  the  oompany  waa  gnil^  of  gross  ns^ 
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Atohibok  Stbbbt-Bailway  Company  v.  Navb. 

KumiraB.  — SiTBUL  PiaaairB  mat  Unixs  as  pLAimm^  aUdwa^  ttiy 
are  the  owners  of  diflbrent  bnt  adjacent  lote  and  boildi^gi^  to  restraia 
the  bnildiag  of  a  street-railroad  not  authorized  by  the  ei^,  where  saeh 
threatened  injury  or  nnisanoe  is  common  to  all,  and  the  injury  would  bi 
special  and  peculiar  to  the  plain  tiffs,  independent  of  and  difEsrent  froB 
the  general  injury  to  the  puUia 

VoBrnnraa  or  PunLnaa  to  OoKsntircrr  SiKnr-RAiLWAr — Boca,  Pam- 
Laoa  ▲  Lzonaa*— RnrxwAL  NaomABT.  —If  priTilsge  of  oueapyiiig 
street  and  building  railway  ii  conferred  by  municipally  for  a  limitid 
time,  when  that  time  expires  the  privilege  no  longer  exista.  Sueh  caa- 
sent  is  a  mere  license,  and  until  it  ii  availed  of,  no  contraetnal  ohhgir 
tion  or  relation  arises  which  requires  a  judicial  declarstJoa  of  fuifeitius. 
After  the  time  limit  expires,  renewal  of  the  ^vilege  is  neoeesaxy  t» 
permit  the  company  to  occupy  the  streets  and  build  its  road. 

JoiKT  action  by  three  plaintifrB  to  restrain  the  defendant 
company  from  building  a  atreet-railroad.  The  plaintiffs  were 
the  owners  of  two  buildings  upon  the  street  through  which 
the  road  waa  to  be  constmcted.  These  buildings  adjoined 
each  other,  and  were  specially  erected  with  a  view  to  cany 
on  the  wholesale  grocery  businees.  It  was  also  found  as  a 
fact  that  there  was  no  access  to  said  buildings  from  the  rear, 
and  the  loading  and  unloading  of  merchandise  would  of  ne- 
cessity be  done  in  front  of  the  buildings.    A  track  for  steain- 


Jan.  1888.]    Atchzson  Stbsbt-Railwat  Ck>.  v.  Navs.      Wk 

emn  extflnded  thzongb  the  street  beyond  a  point  ofqpoeite  the 
Btonee;  between  this  track  and  the  curbing  in  front  of  the 
stores  it  was  proposed  to  lay  the  street^car  track.  If  this 
were  donOi  there  woold  not  be  sufficient  space  at  that  point  to 
allow  the  coaches  on  the  railroad  and  the  street-cars  to  pass 
each  other  with  safety  to  the  passengers,  and  no  space  would 
be  allowed  in  which  to  handle  baggage  fiom  the  steam-cart 
on  thai  side  of  the  track;  and  it  would  be  a  soaroe  of  publio 
danger  to  permit  the  street-car  track  to  be  so  near  the  other 
track.  Because  of  the  limited  space,  and  the  £Mts  above 
Btatedi  the  laying  of  the  street-car  track  would  seriouly  im« 
pede  tiie  transaction  of  the  plaintiff's  business.  The  case  was 
tried  without  a  jury,  and  judgment  was  rendered  restraining 
the  defendant  company  from  laying  said  track;  from  which 
judgment  the  case  was  brought  to  this  court  £ar  review.  The 
other  necessary  foots  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Jaekmm  and  BoycCy  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

W.  W.  A  W.  F.  ChUhrief  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

Johnston,  J.  Two  principal  questions  are  broof^t  up  by 
this  proceeding  for  our  consideration  and  decision.  The  first 
relates  to  the  objection  of  miqoinder,  and  arises  on  the  order 
overruling  the  demurrer  alleging  that  several  causes  of  action 
and  several  parties  plaintiff  were  improperly  joined,  and  also 
in  rendering  a  single  judgment  in  fovor  of  all  the  plaintiffs 
upon  what  are  termed  independent  causes  of  action.  It  is 
argued  that  the  obstruction  of  access  to  the  Nave  and  McCord 
building,  which  was  adjoining  and  north  of  the  Moulton  build* 
ing,  in  no  way  affected  the  use  of  the  latter,  and  that  the 
threatened  nuisance  or  obstruction  to  the  Moulton  building 
would  not  have  been  an  interference  with  the  use  and  enjoy-^ 
ment  of  the  Nave  and  McCord  property.  As  a  general 
principle,  several  plaintiflEs  having  distinct  and  independent 
causes  of  action  against  a  defendant  cannot  unite  in  a  suit  for 
the  separate  relief  of  each.  The  code  provides  that  where  sev-. 
oral  persons  have  an  interest  in  the  subject  of  the  action  and 
in  obtaining  the  relief  demanded,  they  may  join  as  plaintiffs: 
Sec.  85;  and  also:  **  When  the  question  is  one  of  common  or 
general  interest  of  many  persons,  or  when  the  parties  are  very 
numerous,  and  it  may  be  impracticable  to  bring  them  all  be> 
fore  the  court,  one  or  more  may  sue  or  defend  for  the  benefit  of 
aU":Sec88. 

AM.  St.  Bbp..  Vol.  v.— fil 
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The  threatened  injury  or  nuisance  complained  of  heie  is  one 
that  is  commcm  to  all  the  plaintifib,  and  all  have  a  general 
interest  in  the  relief  demanded.  In  fact,  the  case  fedls  birly 
within  the  decision  of  Ptilmer  v.  WaddeU,  23  Ean.  852.  There 
the  defendant  erected  an  obstruction  on  a  natural  wateroouise, 
causing  the  water  to  overflow  and  injure  the  land  of  the  plain* 
tifh.  Although  the  several  plaintiffb  were  the  owners  of  sepa- 
rate and  distinct  tracts  of  land,  it  was  ruled  that  the  overflow 
was  a  comoMK)  injury  to  all  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  common 
interest  which  they  had  authorised  them  to  join  in  a  suit  ss 
plaintiff's  to  restrain  the  nuisance.  The  same  principle  is  an- 
nounced in  the  case  of  Jeffen  v.  Forbes^  28  Id.  179,  where  it  ii 
said  that  the  owners  of  different  tracts  of  land  may  unite  in  a 
single  action  to  abate  a  common  nuisance. 

The  next  point  is,  that  the  findings  do  not  sustain  the  judg- 
ment that  was  rendered.  That  depends  on  whether  the  plain- 
tiflb  would  suffer  an  injury  special  and  peculiar  to  themselves 
by  the  threatened  nuisance,  and  also  whether  the  defendant 
railway  company  had  any  authority  or  right  to  construct  a 
railroad  in  front  of  their  premises.  The  findings  of  fact  made 
by  the  court,  which  have  been  stated,  and  need  no  repetition, 
sufficiently  show,  we  think,  that  the  injury  resulting  from  the 
obstruction  of  the  street  is  one  that  is  special  and  peculiar  to 
the  plaintiffs  below,  and  independent  of  and  different  from  the 
general  injury  to  the  public.  The  railway  company,  however, 
had  no  right  to  occupy  the  street  or  construct  a  railroad  on 
the  proposed  route.  While  the  fee  of  the  streets  is  in  the 
county,  the  control  of  the  same,  in  the  interest  of  the  public, 
is  placed  in  the  city;  and  before  street-railways  can  be  built 
or  operated,  the  privilege  must  be  obtained  firom  the  dty  au- 
thorities: Atchison  Street'Sailway  Co.  v.  Miuouri  etc.  Ry  Co^ 
81  Kan.  667;  2  Dillon  on  Municipal  Corporations,  sec.  724.  It 
appears  that  in  December,  1881,  the  mayor  and  council  of  the 
city  of  Atchison,  by  ordinance,  granted  to  the  Atchison  Street- 
Bailway  Company  the  right  to  buiM  on  the  street  in  questioD, 
at  any  time  within  six  months  from  the  taking  effact  of  the 
ordinance.  It  seems  that  this  privilege  was  not  used;  and  in 
Kay,  1882,  another  ordinance  was  passed  by  the  mayor  and 
council  authorijdng  the  company  to  occupy  the  street,  and 
build  its  railway  at  any  time  within  six  months  after  the  tak- 
ing effect  of  that  ordinance;  and  by  both  ordinances  it  was 
provided  that,  if  the  company  was  interrupted  or  hindered 
by  an  action  at  law  or  judicial  proceedings,  the  time  of  sueb 
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hindrance  or  interruption  should  not  be  deemed  a  part  of  the 
period  in  which  the  company  was  allowed  the  privilege  of 
constructing  its  road.  The  company  did  not  avail  itself  of  the 
privilege  granted  by  either  ordinance,  and  it  was  not  hindered 
or  prevented  from  so  doing  by  any  judicial  or  other  proceed- 
ing. The  case  therefore  stands,  so  far  as  the  road  in  question 
is  concerned,  as  if  no  authority  to  occupy  the  street  had  ever 
-  been  granted  to  the  company.  The  contention  that  the  privi- 
lege granted  by  the  ordinances  remains  until  a  forfeiture  is 
declared  is  not  sound.  The  permission  conferred  by  the  city 
council  was  for  a  limited  time,  and  when  that  time  expired 
the  privilege  no  longer  existed.  The  grant  is  not  an  irrevo- 
cable one,  which  continues  indefinitely,  to  be  accepted  or  re- 
jected at  the  option  of  the  company.  The  consent  of  the  city 
council  to  occupy  the  street  is  a  mere  license,  and  until  the 
company  has  availed  itself  of  the  license,  no  contractual  obli- 
gation or  relation  arises  which  requires  a  judicial  declaration 
of  forfeiture.  Until  the  license  is  accepted  and  used,  no  right 
vests  in  the  railway  company,  and  it  may  be  revoked  by  the 
city  council;  and  after  the  time  within  which  it  may  be 
availed  of  expires,  the  license  lapses,  and  no  revocation  is 
needed  to  terminate  the  same.  The  railway  company  or  li- 
censee cannot  thereafter  occupy  the  street,  or  build  its  road 
thereon,  without  a  new  permission  from  the  city  authorities: 
G.  C.  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Q.  C.  &  8.  Ry  Co.,  63  Tex.  629;  City  of 
Detroit  v.  City  R*y  Co,j  37  Mich.  568.  As  the  railway  com- 
pany had  no  authoritiy  whatever  to  build  the  proposed  road, 
Bome  of  the  questions  discussed  become  unimportant,  so  far 
as  this  controversy  is  concerned,  and  need  not  be  determined 
here. 
The  judgment  of  the  district  court  will  be  affirmed. 

Valkitinx,  J.  Bdie«nng^*that'-tiie^*Sr8t  proposition  con- 
tained in  the  ^UoftiM,  and  the  corresponding  portion  of  the 
opinion,  come  clearly  within  the  principles  enunciated  by  a 
majority  of  this  court  in  the  case  of  Palmer  v.  WaddeUy  22 
Kan.  862,  I  concur,  although,  as  an  original  proposition,  I 
think  it  is  at  least  doubtful.  As  to  the  remainder  of  the 
Byttabui  and  the  opinion,  I  folly  concur. 


JooTDis  or  Pabtibs  nr  AonoN  to  Abati  NmsAiiOB:  Sm  the  note  to 
TaU  ▼.  Ohio  etc  R,  R.  Co.,  71  Am.  Deo.  311-316. 

Notr-piRvoBMAiioB  ov  Ck>in>moir  zv  Obant  or  Fbanohxbb— Wkbtbbb 
JwiouB  Acr  Dbolabbio  FoBrsxruBB  is  Nbgbssabt.  — Thw*  k  no  doabft 
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Iwt  *  Mfpontioa  mtij  iorUit  its  dwter  or  inmchiw  for  miiaaer  of 
by  A  judiciAl  ftct  properly  institiitod  dodaring  the  forfeitaie:  People  ▼.  Kmg- 
JAM  etc  Mood  Cb.,  S3  Wend.  108;  86  Am.  Dea  661,  and  note  602;  Sim  ▼. 
Commertkd  BmJt,  13  8nMdM  *  M.  689;  63  Am.  Deo.  106;  Carnal  Ofk  r.  Baa- 
road  Cbi,  4  OiQ  *  J.  1;  Ftopk  t.  MmAaKam,  9  Wend.  851;  PmOmeA  cf& 
Ckfrp.  T.  XcuNiom  16  Me.  224;  OoMMoniMattk  t.  Commareial  Bamk  <ifPeiuL,  81 
Pa.  8t.  803.  Bat  the  qneetion  involTed  in  the  principal  caee  ie  much  more 
limited,  the  point  conaidered  there  being  merely  whether,  where  the  gnat 
of  the  franchiee  is  made  npon  eonditioii  that  the  thing  granted  elhall  be  per- 
formed within  a  ipeoified  or  a  leaeapeUe  time^  a  forf eitore  tekee  pboe  by 
the  mere  neglect  to  perform,  or  whether  a  jndieial  act  declaring  a  foafeitnre 
ia  neoemary.  It  it  a  weU-adjndicated  role  of  law  that  a  mere  fauhire  to  per- 
form ia  not  ^peo  /aeto  a  dinolntion,  nor  an  aboolnte  nor  inatantaacoos  de- 
etnction  of  the  ootporate  exiatenoe:  Peopfe  t.  iV^efcfeaf  eie,  JiankaUaa 
Co.,  9  Wend.  861,  882;  nnltaa  there  ia  aomeezpraaa  provieo  in  the  legiaUtire 
act  creating  the  body  oorpotate:  See  caaea  poili  With  tfaia  «xeaptioB,» 
direct  Jndicial  ^oceeding  inatitnted  by  the  government  alone,  gi^i^g  tim 
eorporation  an  opportunity  to  anawer  and  be  folly  heard,  ia  neoeaaary ;  RtgaiU 
T.  FrOBdm^  9 OiU  *  J.  806;  81  Am.  Dec  72;  3^^  t.  O^w  CodBMpCaad 
Co.,  137  Maaa.  71,  72;  MatUrffOigB  Coumtg  Skvatod  iZ.  it  Cbu,  106  H.  T. 
07;  Aote  T«  JfiNMfOto  Ceal.  i^  Ca.,  80  Minn.  246;  ^ew  Jerwy  «l&  i2L  JZL  Cbl 
T.  Long  Bfxmek  CommimlomrOf  89  N.  J.  L.  28;  LeMgh  B.  Co.  y.  Ldiigk  C  4 
N.  Ok,  4  Bawla,  9;  20Am.Dee.  Ill;  BooiomOlaa$I(fy.r.Lamgdtm,2i?kiL 
49;  86  Am.  Deo.  292;  JToora  t.  Sehapperi,  22  W.  Va.  282,  290;  Peoras  ▼. 
OlM^t  20  Conn.  644;  TVnileei  ^  Vermtm  Soc  y.  fffflif  0  Cow.  S3;  16  Asl 
DeOi  489;  Folgot  t.  Oohifiiieaii  /nn  Ca,  99  Maaa.  267;  96  Am.  Deo.  747,  aai 
note 766;  JSTeewvf  t.  Ta!boi»  70ray,  113^  119, 120;  Piadagw.  Moanoio  yamgOtim 
Co.,  76  Va.  820;  SiaU  r.  Fomrih  N.  E.  T.  Co.,  16  N.  H.  102;  41  Am.  Dee. 
690;  Arikar  ▼.  Commerdai  eie.  Bamk,  9  Smedea  k  M.  894;  48  Am.  Dec  719; 
State  T.  Iteal  Betate  Bamk,  5  Ark.  696;  41  Am.  Dec  109;  Slea  t.  Bkooh  5 
Johnc  Ch.  806;  TerreU  ▼.  Tagkr,  9  Cranefa,  61;  Crm^  ▼.  Ufdted  Stm 
MbUag  Co.,  7  Qratt  362;  Comneetieat  etc.  B.  B.  Co.  r.  BaUeg,  84  Vt  46S; 
Sebnaete.  B  B.  Co.  y.  Tiplot^ 6  Ala.  806;  Bclhatmom  y.  Bmae,  81  Miaa.  355; 
<SmleA Y. Pftmib  J?o0kI Co., 80  Ala. 660;  Myere^. MamkaUan Bamk,70 (Mo,^\ 
Bank  qf  Mieocmrt  y.  MertkamU*  Soak  <f  BiOtSmore,  10  Mo.  123;  Akkoifikg^ 
Bamk  y.  Iktweom,  18  La.  497;  and  the  only  competent  OYidaiuie  to  proft 
a  forfeiture  ia  the  judgment  ol  a  court  directly  on  the  point:  Clemkmd^ 
R.  B.  Co.  Y.  iSipeer,  66  Pia.  St.  325;  94  Am.  Dec  84;  TVaeleea  dc  y.  HWm,  6 
Cow.  23;  16  Am.  Dec.  429;  and  the  corporation  itielf  ia  a  neoeaaary  parly  to 
a  bill  to  declare  a  forfei^irA  cf .  i^.  frss^ihiaaii  .or  to  diveat  it  of  any  of  iti 
property.iMi|^  Mckke  y.  Bockmer  CHg  Bemlk,  11  Buge,  118;  42  AaL 
Dec.  103;  and  anch  focf eitnrea  muat  be  judicially  dedaied  before  the  euae 
franchiae  can  be  granted  to  othera:  Begeate  y.  WWktme,  9  Gill  &  J.  386;  SI 
Am.  Dec  72. 

It  haa  been  declaied  that  a  diatinotion  enata  in  caaaa  of  the  ezaroiaa  of  oo^ 
porate  righta  aa  proYided  by  charter  and  thoae  where  the  charter  haYing  beea 
granted,  an  exeroiae  of  a  priYil^ge,  anch  aa  laying  a  track  in  a  certain  etreel 
of  a  city,  ia  obtained  by  a  diartered  corporation.  Li  oonaidering  the  pointi 
iuYolYod  in  thia  queation,  it  ia  well  to  bear  in  mind  that  to  be  a  corporitioB 
iaitaeU  afranchiae:  Cleveland  etc.  B.  B.  Co.  y.  £|paer,  66  Fk.  St.  826;  94Ab. 
Dec  84;  alao  that  acta  granting  franohiaaa  and  ohartara  are  oontraeta  trte 
granted  to  priYate  dYil  oorporatkiiia:  Doeii  y.  Orag^  16  WaU.  908;  Aalf  ▼• 
Beat  Betate  Bamk,  H  Axk.  696;  41  Am.  Dec  109;  PeogpUY.  JToHAotlan  Oii.l 
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Wend.  851;  daghorm  t.  (Men,  IS  Pft.  St  I8S;  SUUe  t.  Nojfee,  47  Me.  189; 
Sodeif^ae.  r.  New Eawen,  SWhmt.  464;  TrueiBee  t.  Indkma,  14  How.  268; 
Proeidenee  Bcmk  t.  BiOkige,  4  Pet.  460;  Dartmmah  CoUeffe  ▼.  Woodward,  4 
Wheat.  618;  JSTar^/bftl  ^nc^e  Co.  v.  Union  Feny  Co.,  29  Conn.  210.  In  ad- 
dition,  "  A  distinotion  mnst  be  obeerved  between  words  limiting  the  exist- 
ence of  A  oorponition  nntil  the  happening  of  a  preicribed  event,  and  a  provision 
making  the  happening  of  an  event  a  cause  for  declaring  a  f orf eitore  of  the 
charter  npon  condition  snbseqnent.  In  the  former  case  the  charter  will  ex- 
pire by  itself  of  its  own  limitationt  bnt  in  the  latter  case  a  judicial  determi- 
nation of  the  ground  of  forfeitore  is  required ":  Moraweti  on  Corporations^ 
eec.  1006.  While  it  is  true  that  a  judicial  forfeiture  is  necessary  in  case  of 
a  charter,  yet  it  is  held  that  the  consent  of  a  city  council  to  the  occupation 
of  its  streets  by  a  railroad  company  is  not  a  grant  in  the  nature  of  a  contract^ 
but  a  mere  license  "extended  to  the  company  so  as  to  secure  facilities  for 
the  accommodation  and  convenienoe  of  the  dtiaens," and  that  "until  the 
company  has  availed  itself  of  the  tioense,  the  city  council  may  at  any  time 
witbdnnr  its  consent^"  and  thit  therefore  it  is  not  necessary  to  procure  a 
Jodicial  dedazmtum  of  forfsitiiret  O,  O.  B.  S.  Co.  v.  O.  C,  S.  Ky  Co.,  68 
Tex.  (129;  and  this  argoment  was  followed  in  the  principal  case.  It  is  aUo 
held  in  ChicaQoeU.  ^y  Co>  v.  Btury,  73  SL  641,  that  where  a  company  by 
grant  tma  the  legislatnre  has  the  rif^t  to  comstmet  and  maintain  a  railroad 
within  a  city,  upon  such  conditions  as  the  city  council  should  authorise,  the 
grant  given  by  ordinance  was  a  mere  liotDse^  and  was  not  a  franchise  in  any 
wnse  of  the  word;  and  where  a  zailroad  company  was  by  a  city  ordinance 
granted  permiasion  to  lay  its  zoad-bed  and  build  ite  road,  with  the  express  pro- 
viso that  it  should  be  done  within  one  year,  and  the  company,  by  reason  of 
injunetione  and  the  interference  of  the  city's  cAoers,  actmgunder  the  mayor's 
directions,  was  prevented  from  performing  said  condition,  and  it  appeared 
that  bad  it  not  been  for  such  interference  the  road  would  have  been  com- 
pleted within  the  time  limited,  it  was  decided  that  the  company's  right  to  lay 
its  track  was  not  lost;  and  it  was  held  that  the  proviso  was  a  grant  of  license 
with  a  condition  subsequent,  since  **  it  was  evidently  the  design  of  the  parties 
that  the  license  should  vest  at  once,  no  that  the  company  might  proceed  imme- 
diately to  perform  the  condition,  •  .  •  .  and  the  Uoense  would  be  liable  to  be 
defeated  by  failure,  without  excuse  to  perform  the  condition  "t  CUy  of  Ckieago 
V.  Chieagoetc  B.  JL  Co.,  106  DL  73^  78.  Althouj^  where  the  time  is  limited 
within  which,  after  the  act  of  incmporation  is  granted,  the  franchise  is  to  be 
exerdsed,  it  has  been  held  that  such  proviso  is  not  a  condition  precedent,  bnt 
a  defeaeance:  Peoples;  Pmeideei  etc.  MatihaUim  Co.,  9  Wend.  861.  But  not- 
withstanding the  above  cases,  hi  hot(i!aesthT.^4taea$  CUy  eie.  B.  B.  Co,,  79 
Mo.  63S^  whwe  the  common  council  granted  a  right  of  way  over  certain  city 
streets  to  a  company  chartered  to  build  a  hcrse-railroad,  upon  condition  in 
Hs  crdiaaace  that  said  company  should  have  the  road  completed  within 
twelve  iwii^l^a  from  the  acceptance  by  it  of  the  provisions  of  tiie  ordinance, 
H  was  decided  that  "the  conditicn  to  complete  within  a  given  time  is  one  of 
thcee  distbiguishcd  in  law  as  conditions  subsequent^"  and  that  the  onussion 
to  perform  the  condition  "does  not  4mo  /ado  determine  the  estate,  but  ex- 
posss  it  to  be  determined  at  the  election  of  the  grantor  ";  and  it  was  also  held, 
fai  oppceitioa  to  the  doctrine  declared  in  the  Illinois  case  of  ChieaQO  etc.  B*y 
Co.  V.  Story,  eapra,  that  such  grant  was  a  contract,  and  that  the  rights  vested 
thereunder  could  not  thereafter  be  impeired  by  the  legislature  by  an  amend- 
BEMntof  the  city  charter.  A  very  substantial  distincticn  exists  between  the 
dfcct  of  a  forfeiture  at  common  law  and  a  forfeiture  declared  by  statute. 
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Hm  fonner  does  not  direit  the  title  of  tba  owner  vntQ  ettUiliriiad  and 
enforced  bj  a  proper  judgment  Bat  a  forfeitaio  dedared  by  a  statnte  hn- 
mediately  veete  in  the  etate  the  title  to  the  tenchiee  forfsited,  *'  npon  tbe 
happening  of  the  event  for  which  the  forfeiture  ie  dedaredt  or  at  enoh  otiier 
time  and  npon  each  other  condition  ae  the  etatate  may  name  ":  Ujpham  ▼.  Ho^ 
hmg,  02  Od.  257;  UnUed  Statu ▼.  Grundy,  8  Cranch,  151;  Kemmdyr.  Siromff, 
MJohna.  189.  A  corporation  was  granted  the  right  to  oonetmct  and  Ofperate 
a  railway  in  the  streeta  of  a  city,  bat  the  work  waa  to  be  commenced  within 
BIZ  nwmthib  and  completed  within  five  yean^  otherwiie  the  franfthiae  and 
priTilegee  were  to  ceaee  and  be  forfeited.  The  work  waa  not  commenced  nor 
completed  within  the  timee  epecified.  Thereafter  the  ri^t  to  nee  the 
for  like  parpoeee  waa  granted  to  another  corporation;  and  a  confeeet 
between  the  two  corporationi»  the  fonner  waa  held  to  have  lotf eited  its  feaa* 
ebiie:  0.  R.  B.  Co.  r,  B.  Jk  F.  V.  R.  B.  Co,,  45  OaL  878. 

Where  there  ii  a  proriao  that  certain  omiditiana  ehaU  be  falfi]led»  with  n 
leeertation  of  power  to  repeal  in  caae  they  are  not  perf omed,  thflfw  may  be 
a  repeal  without  a  preriona  jndioial  deelaratwm  of  feilare  of  the  ccaditioMg 
MfHck  T,  Browtqff  88  Minn.  877.  So  the  charter  of  a  banking  ccfporetieM 
which  proTidee  "that  if  the  cofporation  ehall  fail  to  go  into  qpacation,  or 
ehall  abnee  or  misnee  their  privilagea  nnder  this  charter,  it  ahall  be  in  tha 
power  of  the  IsgiaUtive  aseembly  at  any  time  to  annnl,  vacate^  and  maka 
Toid  this  charter*'*  may  be  repealed  by  the  legislatnre,  without  any  judicial 
proceeding  or  prior  notice  to  the  corporation:  iflnoV  Baakk  t.  CTnitai  AMeib 
Morriei  488;  48  Am.  Dec  115.  In  ^eie  York  tie,  B.  B,  Co.  t.  Bottom  db 
B*  B.  Co.,  86  Goon.  196^  the  giant  to  a  railroad  corporation  contained  the 
provinon  that  "if  said  corporation  shall  not  within  twelve  montfaa  from 
the  rising  of  this  generel  aseemUy  prooare  and  pay  for  its  right  of  way  over 
all  land  •  •  •  •  upon  which  said  road  haa  been  or  shall  be  with  the  written 
approbation  of  the  railroad  comnussioners  looated,"  or  make  satisfactory  ar- 
rangement within  that  time  with  the  eeveral  Isnd-owners  for  said  right  of 
way,  that  then  each  written  acceptance  of  the  commissioners  "to  the  loca> 
tion  of  said  railroad  within  said  twdvemonth  npon  and  over  eaid  lande 
shonld  be  vmd."  Snbstantially  the  same  provision  aa  to  a  time  limit  wae 
also  made  by  the  general  law  of  the  state.  The  company  aoqnired  no  title 
to  the  Isndy  or  to  a  rij^tof  way  over  tbe  same^  aa  pttwidedby  the  atatnteend 
private  act^  within  the  time  limited,  except  over  a  portion  of  the  road.  It 
was  decided  that  a  jadgmeot  declaring  a  forfeiture  waa  not  necessaiy,  and 
that  1^  the  ftulore  to  act  within  the  time  limited,  the  acoeptance  becaiv^A  pi 
no  efiect  at  tbe  expiration  of  the  time  named  in  the.  jtetate.  To  the  eame 
effBot  ii  tbe  case  of  Matter  .qf.Smk(gn  \gks.B.B.Co.,  72  N.  Y.  245;  75  Id. 
885;  81  Id.JSfi^  loUowed  in  Matter  tif  Ongo Comt^ SkmOed  B'pCo^  41  Unn, 
426^  y^iSSo  atime  was  limited  within  which  tfaefrsnchise  waato  beezercieed, 
end  the  pnblio  statnte  also  prescribed  certain  conditions  to  be  performed,  and  il 
was  said  that  "  it  needed  no  action  or  jndicial  procednre  to  declare  or  complete 
a  f orfeitare  of  the  charter  and  Ices  of  corporate  powers  **;  bat  the  atatntory 
declaration  was^  that  in  case  of  non-perf ormsnce  of  the  conditions  by  a  com- 
pany, "its  corporate  existence  and  power  slioold  ceaee."  The  court,  in  past* 
ing  npon  a  like  qnestion  in  a  later  New  York  case,  declared  that  "the 
general  principle  is  not  disputed  that  a  corporation,  by  omitting  to  perform  a 
duty  imposed  by  its  charter  or  to  comply  with  ite  provirions,  dose  not  ipto 
/aeto  lose  its  corporate  character  or  cease  to  be  a  corporation,  but  singly  ex- 
poses itself  to  the  haiard  of  being  deprived  of  its  corporate  character  and 
franohiies  by  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  an  aetion  instituted  for  that  pur- 
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pcNobythe  attomey-gtQenl  in  behalf  of  the  people;  hot" — and  tfala  en. 
pvMMe  the  TCMoa  ndsiljiiig  theee  deeiiioiii^  ««H  euinot  be  denied  the* 
the  legislatiire  hei  the  power  to  provide  that  a  oorporbtion  may  loae  its  eor- 
porate  enstenoe  withoat  the  inteirention  ol  the  ooorta,  by  any  ominion  or 
violation  of  its  ohartar  or  default  ae  to  Umitationi  impooed;  and  whether  tho 
legislature  hae  intended  eo  to  provide  in  any  eaee,  dependenpontheoooatnio- 
tion  of  the  language  need  ";  and  where  the  oontinned  eziatenoe  of  the  oorpo- 
ration  U  made  to  depend  npon  compliance  with  the  reqniremento  of  the  ad 
under  which  it  oame  into  himg,  then  non-complianoe  terminatee  the  coq^orate 
exiitenoo 4pii>/aeto.-  BrooU^S,  T.  Ca  t. Cflt^qfBnqltlgth  7i  H.  Y.  5e4»  529; 
eeealao^lpviiiT.  G^ee^MIU.  S20;  OaUsmd  JL  ^  Ch.  yl  Oakkmdetc  R.  R. 
Co»9  46  CSil*  ML  In  tiie  laet  oaae  it  is  aaid  that  in  audh  caoea  of  limitationa 
fixed  by  iho  l^gubtire  gxant^  '* '  the  forfeiture  takee  place  on  the  oomminrion 
ol  the  act  prohibited^  and  by  the  forfeiture^  the  property  is  immediately 
diveated  out  of  "the  owner  beteo  any  aeisuBa  or  suit ':  Kamedy  t.  Stnmgt  14 
Johna.  120";  aaid  alao  thai  an  onuaikm  to  ae^  ae  provided  wcika  a  complete 
loifeitara.  BmOtmamB.M.  Ox  t.  BaUholm,  tl  CtLl&K  wbeto  it  ia  held 
tfant  aeotkm  902  of  the  CMl  Code  of  CUifoniia  **doeo  not  deohwo  tha*  a 
fiulura  to  comply  witii  the  proriakui  whioh  requirea  work  to  be  oommenoed 
within  one  ywr  woriDi  a  forioitureb  but  that  a  faflnro  to  comply  with  thai 
■ad  the  proviiioa  whioh  requirea  that  it  afaaU  bo  oomploted  within  three 
years  worin  a  forleitBie^  and  om  then  it  Is  optional  with  the  authorities 
gnmtmgiho  light  of  way  whotberiho  locfoHure  shall  bo  total  or  partial" 
ItWMBlsodoobred  in  TMh  €tc  R.S.Cik  t.  /oftiuom  49  Mich.  148^  151, 
tim*  ''ft  isilnre  tofinish  the  road  and  put  it  in  full  operation  within  the  time 
spodiisd  randns  void  the  act  ol  inoorpofutioB,  in  so  fur  aa  it  applies  to  the 
mwMw^iA^A  portion*"  bsl  thai  the  statute  «— 8*s«"g  the  time  wtthia  whioli  the 


i 


OASES 


SUPREME   COUBT 


>C    • 


HiaimcTHB  V.  Mabsb. 

AASVOfa-^Attm  AlffHAIEBID  BT  PbIBCIIFAL  TO  fiUL  LiRSBli  laAto : 

SriBfuU)  HsT  Sum,  and  to  reoeiTe  for  hia  Mmow  all  aborB  tiial 
te  wUeh  he  mi^t  sell,  is  boond  to  diidoM  to  hii  prineipal  •  faet  mtbi 
eooditioii  of  Hm  land  increaaiiig  ita  Taliie  wludi  ha  aftarwwda  laam^ 
aad  of  irliidh  hia  prineipal  waa ignora&t trfcam ha fixad  tha piiea;  aada 
aala  hy  hioi  oq  €k&  baaia  of  the  aom  llzad,  iritiMNit  giving  aaok  inlonna* 
tiai\  ia  a  fraud.  And  the  pnrohaaar  baiag  cw^gnhamt  of  tiia  foand,  tba 
priajoipa^,  In  order  to  raaeiiid  the  aal%  need  tender  a  retnm  of  only  wfaak 
he  leoehred,  end  need  not  indade  in  the  tender  what  the  egaait  veoei?ed 
andietalnad* 

AcnoET  to  reecind  gale  and  oont^qranog  of  land.    The  fiuA 
appear  in  the  opinion. 

FUh  and  Evom^  and  J.  O.  WorraUj  tat  the  aj^ellanft. 
M.  H.  SeaionBj  for  the  respondent 

OiLFiLLAN,  C.  J.  The  plaintiff  owned  a  lot  of  land  in  IQs- 
neapoliB.  One  Creigh  was  a  real  estate  broker,  and  at  his  re- 
quest she  employed  and  anthorized  him  to  sell  the  lot  to  any 
one  who  would  purchase  it  at  such  sum  as  would  net  her 
$1,060^  Creigh  to  receive  as  his  compensation  whatever  he 
eould  get  for  the  lot  in  excess  of  $1,050.  At  the  timo  of  such 
employing,  he  (believing  it  to  be  true)  represented  to  her,  and 
she  believed,  that  $1,050  was  the  fair  market  value  of  the  lot 
Both  of  them  supposed  the  lot  to  be  entirely  vacant;  but  a 
third  person,  owning  the  adjoining  lot,  had  by  mistake  con* 
struoted  on  her  lot,  thinking  it  was  his,  a  valuable  house  and 
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barn,  in  sncb  manner  that  thej  were  part  of  the  realty. 
Keither  plaintiff  nor  Creigh  knew  anything  of  this  at  the  time 
of  the  employing.  With  the  buildings,  the  lot  was  worth  over 
$3,000.  Creigh  learned  of  it  before  making  a  sale,  bnt  did  not 
disclose  it  to  plaintiff.  He  sold  the  lot  to  defendant  for  $1,150, 
the  latter  knowing  of  the  buildings  on  the  lot,  and  knowing 
that  Creigh  knew,  and  that  plaintiff  was  ignorant,  of  the  fact. 
Of  the  $1,160,  $450  was  paid  in  cash, — plaintiff  receiving 
$350  and  Creigh  $100, — and  $700  was  secured  by  defendant's 
note  to  plaintiff  and  his  mortgage  on  the  lot.  Upon  learning 
of  the  facts,  plaintiff  tendered  to  defendant  the  $360,  with  in- 
terest,  and  the  note  and  mortgage,  and  demi^nded  a  reconvey- 
ance  of  the  lot,  which  defendant  refused.  The  action  is  to 
rescind  the  sale  and  conveyance.  The  court  below  decided  in 
favor  of  plaintiff. 

The  decision  of  the  court  below  proceeds  on  the  propositions: 
1.  That  it  was  the  duty  of  Creigh,  upon  leaming  of  the  build- 
ings being  upon  the  lot,  to  communicate  that  fact  to  plaintiff, 
and  that  by  selling  the  lot  without  disclosing  that  fact»  at  a 
price  which  he  knew  she  had  put  upon  it  in  ignorance  of  that 
fjBLcij  he  committed  a  fraud  upon  her;  and  2.  That  defendant, 
by  purchasing  with  notice  of  Creigh's  fraud,  became  a  party 
to  it.  If  the  first  proposition  be  correct^  the  second  follows  as 
a  necessary  consequence. 

The  case  turns  upon  whether  it  was  the  duty  ol  Cieigh,  be- 
fore making  a  saloi  to  disclose  what  he  had  learned  to  his 
principal.  Upon  this  contract  of  agency,  my  brethren  are  of 
opinion  (though  it  is  not  mine)  that  when  Creigh  learned  a 
fact  affecting  the  value  of  the  property,  and  of  which  fact  ha 
knew  she  was  ignorant  when  she  fixed  the  price,  and  if  he  had 
reason  to  believe  that  had  she  known  the  fact  she  would  have 
fixed  a  higher  price  (as  in  this  case  she  undoubtedly  would), 
then  good  faith  towards  his  principal  required  of  him,  and  it 
was  his  legal  duty,  to  disclose  the  fact  to  her  before  he  pro- 
ceeded to  sell,  so  that  she  might,  if  so  disposed,  fix  the  selling 
price  in  accordance  with  the  actual  condition  of  things.  This 
being  so,  his  selling  upon  the  basis  of  the  price  first  fixed, 
without  disclosing  to  her  the  fact  he  had  learned,  was  of  course 
a  fraud  on  her. 

The  tender  was  sufficient  Defendant  and  Creigh  were  par- 
ties to  the  fraud  on  plaintiff,  by  which  Creigh,  one  of  the 
parties,  received  (in  effect)  from  defendant,  the  other  party 
to  it|  one  hundred  dollars.     No  consideration  of  equity  or 
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moraUt7  would  require  of  plaintiff  to  make  that  good  either 
to  Crei^  or  dofendant  All  that  can  be  required  of  her  aa  a 
condition  of  her  repudiating  the  tranaaotion  imposed  on  her 
by  the  fraud  of  Creigh  and  defendant  is  to  restore  what  (in 
ignorance  of  the  facts)  she  received  in  the  transactian. 
Judgment  ai&rmed.  

Mawan  loa  8alb  or  Rial  FsorPTT  n  Bochb  to  Act  nr  Gooid  V^xn 
towirds  his  priiieipttl»  and  oui  nntlier  aet  for  both  partioi  witlioi&t  a^^w- 
wtimif  nor  roteia  any  bonafit  to  himaolf  without  knowledga  of  his  prineipalz 
8aa  tbaaotato  WaOtr  r.  Otgood,  n  Abl  D90,  niatoeq.;  aadif  tbai^eat 
has  aetad  fraadslanJly  and  ia  ooHwiion  with  tba  puohaaer,  the  fdamgtl  maj 
rtaobd  the  aala  1^  tndariag  baek  the  aoDaj  raoahrads  MiOtrr. 
Jir.M.S.  O^tAm,  St  Bay.  TK 


OiLfiLLAN  t;.  Gbattbbtoh. 

IW  ICinMOKA.  ILJ 

OsaamoAfB  or  Bali  n  Bmbtiul  to 
Saui  ov  Laho  floa  Tazbi^  aad  sooh  oertifiosta  mnat  be 
tba  tfana  of  the  aala^  or  withhi  sooh  tima  tharaaltw  aa  may  ba  raaacMbjy 
naoanary  for  tba  poipoaa;  and  ona  not  exaostad  satfl  yaan  allar  tiia 
aakiiof  noaflaot 

Bjictksiit.    The  oi^on  states  the  ease. 

D.  A.  Seeombe^  for  the  appellant 

Gajaianj  Bdden^  and  WtOardj  for  the  respoDdent 

OnJiLLAHt  C.  J.  To  show  title  to  the  land  in  dispoto  out  of 
plaintiff  and  in  himself^  defendant  relied  on  a  certificate  eze* 
outed  June  14, 1886|  by  F.  8.  McDonald,  then  auditor  of  Hen- 
nepin County,  certii^g  to  the  sale  of  the  land  on  January  2, 
1875,  under  a  judgment  for  delinquent  taxes  entered  Septem- 
ber 1, 1874.  The  certificate  was  in  the  usual  form  of  a  oer* 
tificate  of  sale  under  a  tax  judgment  At  the  time  of  the 
supposed  sale,  Jacob  Rchaefer  was  auditor  of  the  county.  A 
certificate  had  been  issued  by  him  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  but 
it  was  held  Toid  by  tlus  court  in  OUfiUan  v.  Hdbart^  85  Uino. 
18S. 

As  decided  in  Stewart  y.  Minnesota  etc,  R^y  Cc^  26  Minn. 
85S,  McDonald  had  no  authority  to  execute  the  certificate, 
and  it  was  therefore  of  no  effect  As  indicated  in  the  opin* 
ion  in  that  case,  the  certificate  is  a  part  of  and  is  essential  to 
Ibesak.  There  cannot  be  a  completed  sale  without  it  When 


May,  1887.]         City  of  St.  Paul  v.  Bow.  811 

there  is  a  long  list  of  lands  exposed  to  sale,  the  auditor  need 
not  make  the  oertifioate,  as  to  each  piece,  as  soon  as  it  ia 
struck  otty  and  before  he  offers  the  next  piece  for  sale,  bat  h* 
maj  go  on  until  all  have  been  ofifered  and  struck  off,  and  then 
complete  the  sale,  as  to  each,  by  executing  the  proper  certifi- 
cate; and  he  may  execute  the  certificate  within  such  time  as 
may  be  reasonably  necessary  to  strike  off  all  the  pieces  on  the 
list,  and  prepare  and  execute  the  certificates.  In  no  case  that 
we  can  conceive  of  could  several  years  be  regarded  as  such 
reasonably  necessary  time. 
Order  aflbmed. 


CiTT  OP  St.  Paul  v.  Dow. 

MwnoaAL  OoBMBASiov  WmoB  n  AmnoanxD  to  BasvLiXB  Amr  Ozvxv 
SvBJior,  and  to  require  thoie  who  do  any  act  to  obteia  a  lioeoae  or  par* 
■nt  thawlor,  may  ehaige  tfaa  pafaanptoonring  it  a  reaaonahla  faa  to  coyr 
tlio  labor  and  azpeoM  aAtandiiig  the  iasne  of  aneh  lioenae  or  pannit^  al- 
though the  powar  todo  ao  ia  not  oKprowly  giTen  in  the  ohartar.  This 
fao  ia  not  a  taac,  nor  ita  exaction  aa  ezereiBe  of  the  taxing  power. 

Isu  —  AMouirr  or  Fn  Ckabosd  bt  MmnoiFAL  Oosroxixiov  loa  ''Buni^ 
DIG  PB]|]T'*may  begmdnatedaeoordhig  to  the  astimatad  oast  of  the 
building. 

Olivier  and  FarweU^  for  the  appellant 

W.  P.  Murray^  {or  the  respondent 

MiTCHXZX,  J.  The  common  conndl  of  fhedty of  Bt  Paul 
have  power  to  control  and  vegulate  the  construction  of  build- 
ings, and  to  prerent  and  prohibit  the  ereetion  and  maintenance 
of  any  insecure  or  unsafe  buildings  within  the  city.  They  have 
also  the  power  to  provide  £»r  the  appointment  of  a  person  to 
inspect  and  supernse  the  construction  of  buildings:  City  Char- 
ter, Municipal  Code  St  Paul,  sec.  79,  subds.  87,  38.  In  the 
exercise  of  these  powers,  the  counoil  passed  '^An  ordinance  to 
regulate  the  construction  and  plumbing  of  buildings  within 
the  city  of  St  Paul,  and  to  appoint  a  building  inspector,"  by 
which,  among  other  things,  they  provided  for  the  appointment 
of  a  building  inspector,  and  required  every  person  desirous  of 
erecting  a  building  to  apply  to  the  building  inspector ''  for  a 
permit  for  the  purpose,"  and  to  furnish  him  with  a  written 
statement  of  the  proposed  location,  dimensions,  and  manner 
«f  construction,  and  the  materials  to  be  used,  and  a  plan  of 
the  plumbing,  draining,  and  ventilation,  together  with  tho 
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planf  and  tpedfieations  of  the  ptofoeei  bofldiiig,  which  shall 
be  delivered  to  and  remain  with  the  inspector  a  soffident  timi 
to  allow  the  neoeesary  examination  of  the  same;  after  which, 
if  it  Bhall  appear  to  the  inspector  that  the  laws  and  ordinances 
of  the  city  are  complied  with,  he  shall  gtve  the  permit  asked 
for,  npon  the  pa]rment  of  a  prescribed  fee,  the  amonnt  of  which 
is  gradnated  according  to  the  ** estimated  cost"  of  the  pro- 
posed building,  vis.:  60  cents  for  a  building  the  estimated  coii 
of  which  is  not  over  $100;  over  $100,  and  not  exceeding  $1,000, 
$1 ;  over  $1,000,  and  not  exceeding  $1,600,  $2.60;  over  $1,600, 
and  not  exceeding  $2,600,  $4;  for  $2,600  up  to  $6,000,  $6;  and 
fcr  every  $1,000  over  $5,000,  an  additional  sum  of  fifty  cents. 

Blank  forms  for  the  detailed  statement  required  by  the 
ordinance  are  to  be  furnished  to  the  applicant  at  the  c^ce  of 
the  inopector,  which  when  properly  filled  up  are  to  be  signed 
by  the  applicant,  and  returned  to  the  inspector,  with  an  agree- 
ment that  the  building  will  be  constructed  according  to  the 
statement  and  the  ordinances  of  the  city.  It  is  declared  un- 
lawful to  construct  a  building  without  a  permit,  and  a  penalty 
is  imposed  lor  so  doing.  The  inspector  is  required  to  keep  t 
record  of  all  permits  issued,  and  a  re^pster  of  the  number, 
aise,  etc.,  of  all  buUdings  erected.  It  is  also  made  his  duty 
to  inspect,  firom  time  to  time,  all  buildings  in  process  of  erec- 
tion, to  see  that  the  fbui^datioiis  are  secure  and  adequate;  that 
the  building  is  being  erected  according  to  the  provisions  of  the 
ordinance;  that  the  materials  are  suitable  for  the  purpose,  and 
of  sufficient  strength  and  solidity  to  answer  the  purpose  fe 
which  the  building  is  designed,  etc  Whan  the  building  is 
completed,  the  inspector  is  required,  on  af^catlon,  to  'gifi 
the  owner  a  certificate  that  the  building  is  in  all  respects  con- 
fermable  to  law,  and  properly  oonstmcted.  No  other  fise  ii 
required  of  the  owner  exoept  the  fre  for  the  permit  ahesdj 
referred  to. 

The  appellant,  who  was  convicted  in  the  court  bdow  d 
erecting  a  building  without  a  permit,  attacks  the  validitjref 
this  ordinance,  llie  power  of  the  common  council  to  pssi 
ordinances  regulating  the  erection  of  buildings  is  not  ques- 
tioned. That  the  provisions  of  this  ordinance  lor  that  pin^ 
pose  (except  that  requiring  payment  of  a  fee  for  the  permit) 
are  reasonable  and  valid,  is  not  disputed.  But  it  is  conteodsd 
that  the  provision  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  for  a  licsDBS 
or  permit  to  build  is  unauthorised  and  invalid.  No  Bxpm 
authority  to  charge  a  fee  for  a  building  permit  is  found  in  the 
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charter;  but  we  think  that  whenever,  as  in  this  case,  a  mu- 
nicipal  corporation  is  authorized  to  regulate  a  given  subject^ 
aikd  require. thoee  who  do  any  act,  or  transact  any  business, 
to  obtain  a  license  or  permit  therefor,  a  reasonable  fee  for  the 
license  or  permit,  and  the  labor  or  expense  attending  its  issue^ 
may  be  properly  charged  to  the  person  procuring  it,  although 
the  power  to  do  so  is  not  expressly  given  in  the  charter.  Thia 
is  not  a  tax,  nor  its  exaction  an  exercise  of  the  taxing  power. 
It  is  simply  a  reasonable  sum,  collected  of  the  party  interested 
for  the  purpose  of  defraying,  in  part  at  least,  the  necessary 
expense  attending  the  granting  of  the  permit:  Dillon  on  Mu* 
nicipal  Corporations,  sees.  857,  358;  Welch  v.  Hotchkias,  39 
Conn.  140.  Therefore  the  objections  raised  by  appellant,  upon 
the  theory  that  the  fee  is  a  tax,  require  no  further  notice. 

Neither  do  we  see  any  objection  to  this  fee  being  graduated 
according  to  the  estimated  cost  of  the  building.  The  fee  is 
not  exactid  for  the  mere  derioal  act  of  issuing  the  permit. 
Its  amount  is  evidently  fixed  with  reference  to  the  whole 
labor  and  expense  connected  with  the  matter,  inchiding  the 
examination  of  the  plans  and  specifications  before  the  permit 
is  issued,  and  the  subsequent  inspection  of  the  building  while 
iti  process  of  erection,  and,  finally,  the  issuing  the  certificate 
to  the  owner  after  its  completion.  That  this  would  involve 
much  more  labor  and  expense  in  the  case  of  a  large  building 
or  block  than  in  case  of  a  small  one,  is  self-evident,  and 
while  this  labor  might  not  be  exactly  in  proportion  to  the 
cost  of  the  structure,  yet  the  cost  probably  furnishes  the  best 
practicable  general  standard  by  which  to  estimate  it  The 
ordinance  is  not  explicit  as  to  who  is  to  estimate  the  cost 
of  the  propose  building.  The  counsel  for  appellant  assumes 
that  this  is  to  be  done  by  the  building  inspector,  and  from 
this  argues  that  the  ordinance  places  an  arbitrary  and  unau- 
thorised  power  in  his  hands,  which  might  prove  a  source  of 
great  oppressicm.  If  counsel's  construction  of  the  ordinanco 
in  this  respect  be  correct,  his  objection  would  be  a  serioua 
one. 

But  we  think  that  the  ordinance  contemplates  that,  in  hia 
statement,  the  applicant  shall  furnish  the  inspector  with  the 
means  of  ascertaining  and  determining  every  fact  necessary 
to  be  determined  in  connection  with  the  issuing  a  permit,  in« 
eluded  in  which  should  be  an  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  pro- 
posed building;  and  that  this  estimate,  thus  furnished,  is  the 
basis  upon  which  the  amount  of  the  fee  for  the  permit  is  to  be 
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computed,  and  la  oondiuiTe  upon  this  pcnnt  at  leaati  udImb  it 
ta  fraudulent 

The  subject  of  the  ordinance  is  auflBciently  ezpreaaed  In  ill 
title. 

Judgment  affirmed.  

Powia  ov  MumoEPAL  OoaioaAmn  to  Pi«  OaaaMAxom,  Onrmasuxi 
666  th6  6Zt6nd6d  note  ioBobkuom  t.  ifcqfor  </ /VEudk^M^  84  Am.  I>m.  eST* 
643;  aiid666p6rtioQlirly,  Mtopow«rtolioeiiid,Id.688;  andnotetoJbfnrtt 
<7r^^0f|f,  64  Am.  B6p.  528;  8l  Paml  r.  Ooter,  90  Am.  Dta  S78.  An  «dt 
a62io6  nqviriiig  a  boOdiiig  UoeoM  and  imporii^^alioaoMfMWwlnldirilli 

ia  riU  T.  ir«<dUM^  u  Am.  b«i^  ssa. 
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fcAxvn  or  iBAvna  —  Vhbal  BBaonov  aa  WoLum&t  ''Toa  ghw  til 
tiw  goodb  to  H.  aad  K,  thtt  ihtf  wiat^  and  bhacge  dinoUy  to  tiMo^ 
•ad  6if«i7  flnt  of  tiw  month  yoa  bring  in  tho  bOl,  and  I  will  pay  itk** 
nnoantroUad  and  nnqnalifiad  by  otbar  Giroaiiiatuio6%  importa  on  its 
fM6  an  original,  and  not  a  ooUatofal,  promiaa,  implying  that  the  GE6dxt 
waa  to  be  giren  6zdnriTely  to  the  promiaor,  although  the  gooda  weie  to 
bedaliTend  to  H.  and  B.,  and  k  aot  therefora  within  tim  atatato  of 
fnnda. 

AcnoN  fisr  gooda  aold  and  deliTeied.    The  fiwta  appear  in 
the  opinion. 

Sawion  atid  floupt,  for  the  appellant. 

M.  R.  TyUty  for  the  reapondente. 

HiTCHSLLy  J.    This  is  an  action  to  recover  far  gooda  alleged 
to  have  been  acid  to  defendant,  and,  at  hia  inatance,  delivered 
to  Harria  and  Rogera.   Defiendant  waa  a  contractor  in  the  ocn- 
etruction  of  the  Northern  Pacific  railroad,  and  Harris  and 
Rogera  were  aubcontractora  under  him.    Defendant  gave  to 
plaintiff^  the  following  verbal  direction:   "You  give  all  the 
gooda  to  Harria  and  Rogera  that  they  want,  and  charge 
directly  to  them,  and  every  firat  of  the  month  you  bring  in 
the  biU,  and  I  will  pay  it."    In  purauance  of  thia,  plaintiffl 
delivered  to  Harris  and  Rogera  the  goods  sued  for.    The  prin* 
cipal  question  in  the  caae  is,  whether  this  was  a  apedal 
promise  to  pay  the  debt  of  another,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute  of  frauds.    In  our  opinion,  this  expression,  uncon- 
trolled  and  unqualified  by  circumstances,  importa  on  ita  Imo 
an  original,  and  not  a  collateral,  promiae,  and  impliea  that  Uie 
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credit  was  to  be  given  ezdusiyely  to  the  promiaor  as  pur- 
chaser, although  the  goods  are  to  he  delivered  to  a  third 
person:  See  Cole  ▼.  Hutehinmmj  84  Minn.  410;  Orant  v.  Wc^f^ 
84  Id.  82. 

This  would  be  clearly  so  if  the  direction  to  charge  the  goods 
to  Harris  and  Rogers  had  been  omitted.  But  this  direction 
does  not  necessarily  imply  that  any  credit  was  to  be  given  to 
Harris  and  Rogers.  The  object  of  it  might  have  been,  and 
probably  was,  merely  to  enable  defendant  to  keep  his  accounts 
with  Harris  and  Rogers.  For  that  purpose  he  would  naturally 
desire  the  account  for  goods  furnished  them  to  show  to  whom 
the  goods  were  furnished,  and  to  be  kept  separate  from  any 
other  account  plaintiffs  might  have  against  him.  There  is 
no  evidence  in  the  case  tending  to  show  that  plaintiffs  ever 
attempted  to  collect  this  account  from  Harris  and  Rogers. 
Nothing  of  the  kind  can  be  spelled  out  of  a  mere  incidental 
reference  by  Peter  Maurin,  in  his  testimony,  to  an  *^  attach- 
ment on  these  parties."  If  this  refers  to  a  suit  by  plaintiffs 
against  Harris  and  Rogers,  it  does  not  appear  that  it  was  on 
this  claim.  Hence  the  argument  of  defendant,  predicated 
upon  that  fact,  that  some  credit  must  have  been  given  to 
Harris  and  Rogers,  has  no  foundation  on  which  to  rest. 
Therefore  the  defendant  certainly  had  no  reason  to  complain 
of  the  action  of  the  court  in  submitting  to  the  jury  the  ques- 
tion to  whom  the  credit  was  given  as  one  of  fact,  to  be 
determined  from  the  evidence.  It  was  at  least  sufficiently 
favorable  to  him. 

After  the  defendant  had  directed  plaintiffs,  as  befinre  stated, 
to  give  Harris  and  Rogers  all  the  goods  they  wanted,  plaintiffs 
0sid  to  him,  *' You  will  have  to  give  an  order  to  that  effect," 
which  defendant  promised  to  do,  but  in  fact  never  did.  This 
was  no  part  of  the  contract.  It  was  merely  a  request  by 
plaintiffs,  for  their  own  protection,  that  the  order  to  deliver 
goods  to  Harris  and  Rogers  be  reduced  to  writing.  Hence 
the  court  was  correct  in  telling  the  jury  that  ^  it  cut  no  figure 
in  the  case.'' 

Order  affirmed. 
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[17  MxnmoTA.  sal 

—  FOWA  OV  OOOBTS  OF  EqUXTT  TO   AJ90B]>   BbLISF  IBOK  1HB 
dniBBIJIJBMSM  09  MUTUikL  MlBTAKn  of  ptlti60  to  WlitfeSQ 

k  BO*  tirietiy  ttnitod  tomutekM  of  fMt»  bat  extends  aloo  to 
of  Isv.  If  nolliiBg  nioio  tfaon  tbo  bore  misteko  of  Uv  oleoo  bo  ebowa 
00  o  noeoB  for  ralie^  it  will  niely,  if  eror,  be  granted;  yet  0901^  viQ 
iatnf «re  wbere  it  fvtber  eppeen  thot  tbe  defendant^  availiiig  bimMlC 
of  tbe  opportonitiei  efibrded  by  tbe  miitake,  will  take  on  imconeciopaMfl 
odTODtoge^  witboot  oonsidention,  tbe  plointiif  being  blamoloM^  and  tbe 
defendaat  being  in  no  poeition  ontitliiig  bim  to  eqoitaUe  ptoteotion. 
bw— QuLT  VsBT  Oliab  AiTD  ComnvoDto  Pbooio  wha  nSumxBRio 
OvsBOOKB  Pbbbumrios  tbot  tbo  wzxtten  lastnunonti  wbicih  pertiw 
boTo  ezeeated  for  tbe  p«upoee  of  eridendng  and  oairying  into  efibet 
tbeir  agroementa  ara^  in  le^  eflbot  or  in  terma,  contrary  to  their  intao- 


bw^^Iv  OsMSBix«  Mmtawi  or  Ora  Fabtt  oult  to  iMaaamaan  wm 
MOT  JoRiiT  BMBomuamx  or  It,  ao  aa  to  aobject  tbo  other  pnity  toeb- 
Ijgationa  wbioh  be  never  intanded  to  aaaome,  or  to  bind  bim  to  do  or  ta 
raodvo  what  bo  norer  oontraoted  far  or  oontemplated.  Bat  raUaf  nnj 
be  granted  in  aooh  aaoa  of  adataka^  whan  the  partiee  ean  be  loglaoad  in 


Jame$  B.  Beab  and  BakUm  /.  Markoej  for  the  af^llani. 
Wi  J.  Boig$r$  amd  H.  J.  Hom^  for  the  roipoDdent 

DiOKiHaaii,  J.  This  ia  a  domoner  to  the  oomplamt.  It  1^ 
pears  from  the  complaint  that  in  1888  the  plaintiff  being  fho 
owner  of  several  lots  in  a  certain  block  of  land  in  the  village 
of  White  Bear,  sold  and  conveyed  them  to  William  F.  Markoe, 
a  son  of  the  defendant^  designating  the  property  conveyed  by 
giving  the  numbers  of  the  lots  and  block  according  to  tbe  ro- 
corded  plat  The  plaintiff  took  back  a  mortgage  npon  the 
same  property  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  purchase  price,  a 
sum  of  about  twelve  thousand  dollars,  which  was  recorded. 
In  1885  the  grantee  ^'  applied  to  this  plaintiff  to  make,  eze* 
cute,  and  deliver  ....  a  deed  of  quitclaim  and  release  of 
said  mortgaged  premises,  and  then  and  there  alleged,  as  a  rea- 
son  for  such  request,"  that  the  block  contained  a  surplus  of 
land  exceeding  the  area  specified  in  the  plat,  and  that  the 
proper  proportion  of  this,  justly  pertaining  to  the  lots  de- 
scribed, had  not  been  conveyed  by  the  deed.  The  plaintiff, 
^'  rdying  upon  said  lepresentations,  and  believing  the  same  to 
be  true,"  made,  executed,  and  delivered  to  his  former  grantee 
a  deed  of  release  and  quitclaim,  whereby  the  plaintiff,  for  tbe 
acknowledged  consideration  of  five  dollars,  granted,  releassd, 
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and  quitclaimed  to  his  former  grantee  the  premises  described 
in  the  mortgage,  which  deed  was  recorded.  It  is  alleged  that 
this  was  without  any  consideration,  and  that  the  plaintifC 
never  intended  thereby  to  release  or  discharge  the  mortgage*. 
After  this,  the  plaintiff's  grantee,  who  is  alleged  to  be  insol- 
Tent,  conveyed  the  premises  to  this  defendant,  who  took  th» 
same  with  fall  notice  and  knowledge  of  these  facts,  and  the 
defendant  now  claims  to  own  the  premises  discharged  oC 
the  lien  of  the  mortgage. 

The  legal  effect  of  the  release  and  qaitdaim  to  the  mortga-- 
gor  was  to  discharge  the  mortgage:  QiUe  v.  Amf,  86  Minn;. 
357.  The  question  is,  whether  relief  can  be  had  in  eqni^ 
upon  the  ground  of  the  mistake. 

It  is  argued  that  even  if  the  complaint  be  construed  as 
showing  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  either  the  grantor  or 
grantee  that  the  mortgage  should  be  discharged,  but  that  tha 
mutual  intention  was  only  to  convey  land  not  conveyed  by^ 
the  former  deed,  yet  equity  will  afford  no  relief,  because  th»^ 
mistake  of  the  parties  as  to  the  legal  effect  of  the  instrument, 
was  a  mistake  of  law,  and  for  this  there  is  no  relief. 

It  is  a  general  rule,  recognized  in  equity  as  well  as  at  law; 
that  mere  mistakes  of  law,  unattended  by  other  circumstances  ^ 
affecting  the  case,  do  not  afford  ground  for  relief;  but  it  is  not. 
a  rule  of  universal  application  that  equity  will  not  hear  pai^ 
ties  to  allege  a  mistake  as  to  the  law,  or  afford  relief  for  its* 
consequences. 

In  Canedy  v.  Marey^  18  Gray,  878,  an  oral  contract  hadil 
been  made  by  the  plaintiffs,  who  had  inherited  certain  reaT 
estate  subject  to  a  widow's  dower,  to  sell  two  thirds  of  the 
premises,  it  not  being  intended  to  include  the  reversionary 
interest  of  the  heirs  in  the  one  third  which  might  be  set  off 
to  the  widow  as  dower.  By  mistake,  deeds  were  drawn  in 
such  terms  as  to  convey  also  this  reversionary  interest  of  the 
plaintiffs.  The  terms  of  the  deeds  were  such  as  were  intended 
to  be  employed,  but  both  the  scrivener  who  drew  them,  and 
the  grantors,  and,  as  it  seems,  the  grantee  as  well,  were  mis-* 
taken  as  to  the  legal  effect  of  those  terms,  supposing  that  they 
were  only  effectual  to  convey  two  thirds  of  the  premises.  The 
grantee  did  not  claim  any  greater  estate;  but  he  having  re* 
conveyed  to  the  defendant,  the  latter  asserted  title  to  the 
whole  estate.  Equitable  relief  being  sought  in  this  action,  it 
was  allowed,  Shaw,  C.  J.,  saying:  "We  are  of  opinion  that 
courts  of  equity  in  such  cases  are  not  limited  to  affording 
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tdief  only  in  case  of  mistake  of  fiict,  and  that  a  miatiVy>  in 
ihe  legal  effect  of  a  deecription  in  a  deed,  or  in  tlie  use  <rf 
technical  langoage,  may  be  relieved  againet  opoo  pn^wr 
inoof." 

Sudwell  T.  Andenon^  21  Conn.  189,  was  a  caee  when  aerenl 
Astera,  owning  land  jointly,  attempted,  with  their  respectiTe 
hnsbandB,  to  make  partition  by  deed.  One  of  the  hnabandfi, 
who  drew  the  deeds,  by  mistake  and  ignorance  as  to  the  pn^ier 
form,  made  the  husbands  grantees  with  their  wives,  thus  con- 
Tsying  a  fbe  to  the  husbands,  eontraiy  to  the  intention  of  the 
parties.  In  this  action,  many  years  afterwards,  relief  was 
«IIbided,  the  court  saying:  ''When  property  has  beeii  con- 
"feyed  through  mistake,  by  deed,  which  the  parties  never  in- 
tended ehoold  be  conyqred,  which  the  grantor  was  under  no 
legal  or  moral  obligation  to  convey,  and  which  the  graatee  in 
food  oonsdenoe  has  no  right  to  retain,  a  court  of  chancery 
will  interfere,  and  correct  that  mistake,  whether  it  aroee  fixnn 
a  mis^yprehension  of  the  facts,  or  of  the  legal  operation  of  the 
deed." 

In  Cooke  v.  Hmbands^  11  Md.  492,  a  deed  was  executed 
which,  by  mistake  of  the  draughtsman  as  to  its  legal  effect, 
conveyed  a  greater  interest  than  was  intended  by  the  partiea 
Relief  was  granted. 

Clayton  v.  Freei,  10  Ohio  St.  644,  was  far  the  correction  of 
a  deed.  The  parties  were  shown  to  have  intended  the  convey- 
ance to  be  of  lands  to  a  wife  for  life,  with  remainder  to  her 
children.  By  ignorance  and  mistake  the  deed  was  nuMie  con- 
veying t&e  premises  to  the  wife  and  to  her  heirs,  the  partiei 
supposing  such  a  deed  would  have  the  desired  e£bot  Belief 
was  granted,  although  the  mistake  was  one  of  law. 

A  similar  case  was  presented  in  Evants  v.  Strode^  11  Ohio, 
480,  88  Am.  Dec.  744,  and  the  same  principle  declared. 
See  also,  to  the  same  effect,  MeNaughten  v.  Partridge^  11  Ohio, 
228;  88  Am.  Dec.  781. 

The  same  principle  was  involved  in  RetMngien  y.  Biggint, 
£4  Cal.  620,  which  supports  the  proposition  that  a  mistake  of 
law  as  well  as  of  fact  may  afford  ground  of  relief  in  equity. 
So  in  MeMiUan  v.  New  York  Water  Proof  Paper  Co.^  29  N.  J. 
Eq.  610,  a  mortgage  by  mistake  drawn  to  certain  individuals 
and  their  ''successors,"  instead  of  to  their  heirs,  was  corrected. 
See,  further.  Brown  v.  Lamphear^  85  Vt  252;  Larkine  v.  BiddUj 
21  Ala.  252;  ChampUn  v.  Xayttn,  1  Edw.  Ch.  467;  Green  v. 
Morrie  and  Eeeex  B.  Co.^  12  N.  J.  Eq.  166;  Bto9er  t.  PoaU^  87 
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He.  217,  228;  ITorby  ▼.  Titgglej  4  Bush,  168;  WaUm  t.  8Umr 
ner,  101  XT.  8.  577;  SneU  v.  Inmranee  Co.,  98  Id.  86;  PUcher 
V.  fiimn^Meyi  48  N.  Y.  416,  424;  Baker  ▼.  Mauey,  50  Iowa, 
399;  Underwood  y.  Siwlman,  4  Dana,  809;  29  Am.  Dec.  407; 
WUlan  T.  WiOanj  16  Ves.  72;  Pollock  on  Contracto,  898,  89B, 
450;  Leake  on  Contracts,  846, 846;  2  Pomeroy'a  Eq.  Jnr.,  sees. 
842-847. 

A  careful  consideration  of  the  authorities  has  led  us  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  power  of  courts  of  equity  to  afiford  relief 
from  the  consequences  of  the  mutual  mistakes  of  parties  to 
imtten  instruments  is  not  strictly  limited  to  cases  of  mistake 
of  fact,  but  extends  also  to  mistakes  of  law;  and  while,  if 
nothing  more  than  the  bare  mistake  be  shown  as  a  reason  for 
relief,  it  will  rarely,  if  ever,  be  granted,  yet  equity  will  inter- 
fere where  it  further  appears  that  the  defendant,  availing 
himself  of  the  opportunities  afforded  by  the  mistake,  will 
enforce  an  unconscionable  advantage  without  consideration, 
the  defendant  being  in  no  position  entitling  him  to  equitable 
protection,  and  the  plaintiff  not  being  blamable.  But  this 
jurisdiction  will  be  exercised  with  caution,  and  only  veiy  clear 
and  convincing  pcoofii  will  be  sufficient  to  overcome  the  pre- 
sumption that  Uie  written  instruments  which  parties  have 
executed  for  the  purpose  of  evidencing  and  carrying  into  effect 
their  agreements  are  in  legal  effect  or  in  terms  contrary  to 
their  intention. 

The  case  of  MeKuriek  v.  Couwty  of  WashingUm,  16  Minn.  161, 
did  not  involve  any  material  mistake.  The  plaintiff,  relying 
upon  representations  that  the  land  would  be  permanently  de- 
Toted  to  a  specified  purpose,  conveyed  the  fee  by  an  absolute 
deed,  unqualified  in  terms,  the  legal  effect  of  which  the  plain- 
tiff knew.    At  least  nothing  was  alleged  to  the  contrary. 

Neither  did  First  Nat  Bank  of  8t  Paid  v.  National  Marine 
Bankf  20  llinn.  63,  present  any  such  question  as  that  involved 
in  this  case.  The  question  ttwre  was,  whether  a  written  con- 
tract of  indorsement  could  be  affected  by  a  contemporaneous 
oral  agreement  that  it  should  not  have  the  effect  which  the 
law  puts  upon  it.  There  was  no  mistake  as  to  the  legal  effect 
of  the  written  contract,  but  the  very  common  case  was  pre- 
sented of  an  attempt  to  vary  the  written  agreement  by  parol. 
The  court  says:  "Neither  fraud,  mistake,  nor  surprise  in  mak- 
ing the  contract  is  alleged." 

The  rule  ordinarily  applicable  in  such  cases  is  different 
when  the  question  arises  in  a  court  of  equity  in  a  suit  to  avoid 
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or  to  rtfotm  a  written  instroment  for  mistakei  BOipffise,  oi 
fraud. 

In  CaJOin  t.  Flekih$r^  9  Minn.  85,  the  plaintiff,  a  widow, 
Bought  to  Beonre  the  oancellation  of  a  mortgage  given  by  her- 
aelf  and  hosband  to  the  defendant,  and  to  enjoin  a  forecloeore 
by  the  defendant  It  appears  from  the  oomplaint  demurred 
to  that  the  plaintiff's  husband  owed  to  the  defendant  the  debt 
secured,  and  that  Swift's  liability  was  that  of  an  indorser  for 
Catlin's  accommodation.  The  grounds  upon  which  the  plain- 
tiff sought  relief  were,  that  she  had  been  induced  by  the  de- 
fendant to  execute  the  mortgage  by  his  stating  to  her  that 
Swift  would  not  indorse  the  new  note  unless  a  mortgage  were 
given;  that  if  she  would  execute  the  mortgage,  he,  the  mort- 
gagee, would  not  enforce  it,  but  would  collect  the  debt  from 
Swift,  the  indorser;  and  ftirther,  that  Swift  could  not  touch 
the  mortgaged  property.  The  court,  after  stating  that  the 
complaint  did  not  show  that  this  last  representation  was  un- 
true,  adds:  "But  assuming  that  the  statement  was  not  true, 
it  was  not  a  misrepresentation  of  a  material  fact,  but  one  in 
regard  to  the  legal  effect  of  the  conveyance;  and  such  mis- 
representations will  not  avoid  the  instrument"  This  lan- 
guage, when  read  in  view  of  the  case  then  under  consideration, 
is  not  necessarily  opposed  to  our  present  conclusion.  The  mis- 
take, if  there  was  one,  was  not  attended  by  such  circumstances 
as  would  justify  a  court  of  equity  to  interfere  in  her  finror.  To 
have  granted  relief  in  that  case  because  of  the  plaintiff's  mis- 
take as  to  Swift's  power  to  avail  himself  of  the  mortgage, 
would  have  been  to  sanction  ccmduct  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff which  was  calculated  to  defraud  Swift,  whose  indorsement 
Bhe  had  knowingly  assisted  to  procure  by  executing  the  mort^ 
gage  which  she  afterwards  sought  to  avoid.  We  do  not  tlnde^ 
stand  that  the  court  meant  that  equity  would  never  relieve 
from  a  mistake  of  law. 

Assuming,  then,  that  relief  may  be  afforded,  although  the 
consequences  sought  to  be  averted  have  resulted  from  mistake 
of  law,  the  case  here  presented  is  a  proper  one  for  the  exerdsa 
of  such  jurisdiction.  We  are  still  assuming  that  the  mistake 
was  mutual,  and  that  the  complaint  shows  this  to  have  been 
the  case.  It  falls  within  the  somewhat  common  class  of  cases 
where,  in  attempting  to  carry  into  effect  a  prior  agreement^  as 
in  Canedy  v.  Matey ^  supra,  the  instrument  executed,  by  reason 
of  mistake  of  the  parties  as  to  its  legal  effect,  fiiils  to  express 
their  real  intention.    It  iB  apparent^  as  we  think,  from  the 
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complaint,  that  this  deed  of  release  and  quitclaim  was  in* 
tended  to  complete  the  conveyance  of  the  lands  preyionsly 
sold,  and  which  were  supposed  not  to  have  been  effectually 
conveyed  by  the  former  deed.  But  we  think  that  the  exist- 
ence of  a  prior  agreement  is  not  absolutely  necessary  as  a  con- 
dition to  justify  equitable  relief.  If,  witiiout  any  agreement 
having  been  made  prior  to  the  time  of  the  execution  of  this 
instrument,  the  intention  of  the  parties  was,  by  the  execution 
and  delivery  of  this  deed,  to  merely  convey  certain  land,  and 
if,  by  mutual  mistake  or  ignorance  of  the  law,  terms  were 
employed  which  had  the  legal  effect,  not  merely  to  convey 
8uch  land,  but  also  to  accomplish  something  entirely  different, 
And  relating  to  a  different  subject,  to  which  their  minds  had 
not  been  directed,  relief  may  be  afforded. 

The  £Ekcts  that  the  parties  to  this  deed  intended  only  to  con- 
vey and  to  take  certain  land  not  included  in  the  former  deed; 
that  the  release  of  the  mortgage  upon  the  land  which  had  been 
previously  conveyed  was  not  in  their  minds,  nor  a  subject  con- 
cerning which  they  were  dealing,  or  to  which  this  quitclaim 
deed  was  supposed  to  relate;  that  this  deed  was  given  wholly 
without  consideration;  and  that  to  now  allow  it  to  have  effect 
as  a  release  of  the  mortgage,  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the 
parties  to  it,  would  be  a  surprise  resulting  in  a  most  uncon- 
scionable advantage, — are  enough  to  take  the  case  out  of  the 
operation  of  the  general  rule  that  for  mere  mistakes  of  law, 
unaccompanied  by  other  circumstances  appealing  to  the  equi- 
table discretion  of  the  court,  relief  will  not  be  afforded. 

We  have  considered  the  complaint  as  showing  a  mutual 
mistake  by  the  parties  to  the  deed;  the  respondent  (the  plain- 
tiff) claiming  that  it  so  appears,  and  it  seeming  probable  that 
it  was  intended  so  to  allege  the  &ct,  and  that  in  the  further 
progress  of  the  cause  the  case  may  so  appear  to  be.  It  is  not, 
however,  so  alleged,  nor  is  it  necessarily  inferable  from  what 
is  alleged,  and  we  have  to  consider  whether,  the  plaintiff  alone 
being  mistaken  as  to  the- effect  of  the  deed,  he  may  have  relief 
in  equity.    The  complaint  does  not  allege  fraud. 

In  general,  the  mistake  of  only  one  of  the  parties  to  an  in- 
strument does  not  justify  a  reformation  of  it  so  as  to  impose 
upon  the  other  party  thereby  obligations  which  he  never  in- 
tended to  assume,  or  to  bind  him  to  do  or  to  receive  what  he 
never  contracted  for  or  contemplated.  But  while  the  instru- 
ment will  not  be  reformed  so  as  to  effect  such  consequences, 
it  may  be  rescinded  or  canceled  for  the  mistake  of  one  only  of 


••  . 


the  ptfttts:  Dtman  v.  PtfmdmM  etc  £.  £.  Oo^  6  R.  L  180; 
Dttlany  T.  Rogeny  60  Md.  624;  Heairw  t.  JfariM  /na.  Co^  20 
Wall.  488,  491;  Harru  v.  Pepperdl^  L.  R.  5  Bq.  1;  Brwm  v. 
Lamphear^  86  Vt  252,  259.  Of  course  this  should  not  be  done 
unless  the  parties  can  be  replaced  in  their  former  poeition. 
This  plaintiff  appears  to  be  entitled  to  such  relief  as  shall,  in 
effect,  limit  the  operation  of  this  deed  to  the  conveyance  ol 
the  premises  intended.  There  having  been  no  consideration 
ht  the  release  of  the  mortgage,  no  such  release  having  been 
by  the  grantor,  and  the  grantee  having  no  equitable 
to  retain  such  an  advantage,  the  complaint  shows  good 
cause  for  relief.  This  defendant,  with  full  notice  and  knowl- 
edge of  the  plaintiff's  equities,  is  in  no  better  podtkm  to 
oppose  the  granting  of  a  remedy  tiiaa  was  his  grantor. 
Order  afl&rmed. 


linTATi  ov  Law  as  Wiu  mm  ov  Vaot  umx  as  BaLiB?a» 
XQUnTT;  Sot  AUm  t.  Ater,  8  Am.  8t.  tiaj^  63, 

BmnvOB  to  JimiiT  Bslid  ov  QaomrD  ov  Misxakb  miut  be  clear* 
OMqnivoosly  sad  dMiBTe:  AUen  r.  Meter,  2  Am.  St  Eep.  6S;  bat  wldle  tbm 
ii  iSbm  rokb  nCsf  will  ao4  aieiwirilybe  rtfosid  bwMWB  tbs 
Msfliotias:  ArffiUMoa  ▼•  IfciMHiti  2  Id.  288. 
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Mbssill  V.  Bb88LS&. 

(W  MlSilllUlAi  tt.1 

voa  Biuiuir  ov  GssDnoBs.  —  tJuDia  Fmwioni  ov  Ibma* 
SOCA  BiJOOTM,  Laws  ov  IMl,  QBArna  148^  EiLAiniiv  to  ■ttgniniMli 
for  biiMAt  of  «toditOK%  la  ii'gmw  maf  avoid  traaofon  aod  diattal 
mortgages  of  the  Miignor,  which  the  latter'a  creditors  could  avoid. 

MOKroAGBS.  —  CHAITU.  MORTGAOX  a   TRAHSrKR  OF  TiTLS   AS   SaCITRnT. 

•ad  ttrioily,  at  law,  amat  eoatain  worda  of  ooaveyaaoe.  Bnt  the  conrts 
avo  ao  atroagly  inoHaad  to  oonstroe  the  agiaoniflata  of  partiaa  to  naka 
Asm  afieotnal,  that  ao  lomal  worda  of  tnaaiar  are  nqaiied  to  malrir 
aa  agreement  operate  aa  a  mortgage.  Although  terma  are  need  wfaieh 
would  imply  something  else,  yet  if  it  is  apparent  that  a  mortgaga  waa 
intended,  the  court  will  so  oonstroe  it. 
Is^  — Stifvlation  nv  Lbass  ov  Esaltt,  RniBTiiia  io  Lbmb  a  lion  far 
the  rent  on  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  leaaee  placed  oa  the  doiaiaed 
premises,  to  be  enforced  on  the  non-payment  of  the  rent^  in  the  aame 
manner  as  in  case  of  a  chattel  mortgage,  by  taking  pooseerion  of  the 
property  and  selling  it,  is  in  effect  a  <^ttd  mortgage,  in  sndi 
to  bring  the  lease  within  the  proriaioaa  of  the  statnte  laqviriBg 
mortgagMto  be  filed. 
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AcnoH  to  rooover  lent  dae  upon  a  lease,  aad  to  enlbroe  a 
lien  Ibr  the  payment  ol  the  rent  npon  personal  property  in  the 
possession  of  one  of  the  defendants,  as  the  assignee  ct  the 
defendant  Bessler.    Other  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

WiUon  and  Bowers^  for  the  appellant 
Ofndd  and  SnoWy  for  the  respondents. 

OiLFiiXAN,  C.  J.  January  17, 1884,  plaintifis  rented  to  the 
defendant  Bessler  a  store  building  in  Winona,  for  two  years 
from  March  1,  1884,  at  the  rent  of  seventy-Ave  dollars  per 
month.  In  the  lease  was  the  stipulation:  "And  it  is  also 
agreed  and  understood  between  the  parties  aforesaid  that  the 
party  of  the  first  part  shall  have  a  lien  for  the  rent  aforesaid 
upon  all  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  party  at  the  second 
part  which  are  or  may  be  placed  upon  the  said  demised  prem- 
ises, and  such  lien  may  be  enforced,  on  the  non*payment  of 
the  rent  aforesaid,  in  the  same  manner  as  in  case  of  a  chattel 
mortgage,  on  de£&ult  thereon,  by  taking  possession  of  said 
property  and  selling  the  same  at  public  sale  after  ten  days' 
notice  of  such  sale." 

Reasler  went  into  possession  under  the  lease,  and  remained 
in  poesession  during  the  term  of  the  lease,  and  put  in  the  store 
a  stock  of  merchandise  and  other  property,  and  the  same  re- 
mained in  the  store  until  they  were  token  into  possession  by 
defendant  Choate.  April  18, 1886,  Bessler  made  to  Choate, 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  Laws  of  1881,  chapter  148,  a 
general  assignment  of  all  his  property  for  the  benefit  of  all  his 
creditors.  Choate  thereupon  accepted  the  trust,  duly  quaU* 
fied  as  assignee,  and  as  such,  took  possession  of  the  assigned 
property,  including  the  stock  of  goods  and  other  prepay  in 
the  store,  and  as  such  assignee  purposes  to  dispose  of  the  same 
in  the  execution  of  his  trust.  On  March  1, 1886,  there  was 
due  of  rent,  under  the  lease,  $375,  which  has  not  been  paid. 
The  assignee  refused  to  pay  it  unless  proved  in  the  insolvency 
proceeding  and  pro  rata  with  the  other  debts  proved,  and  re- 
fused to  recognize  any  lien  therefor  on  the  stock  of  merchan- 
dise and  other  property  in  the  store.  The  lease  was  never 
filed  as  a  chattel  mortgage. 

On  this  stotement  of  the  case  arise  two  questions  of  law:  1. 
Can  an  assignee,  under  Laws  of  1881,  chapter  148,  avoid 
transfers  and  chattel  mortgages  of  the  assignor  which  the  lat- 
tor's  creditors  can  avoid?  2.  Was  the  lease,  so  far  as  it  ga^e 
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4h6  laflson  a  lien  on  the  personal  property,  in  effect  a  chattel 
mortgage,  in  ench  sense  as  to  bring  it  within  the  requirements, 
4»  to  filing,  of  the  General  Statutes  of  1878,  chapter  89?  We 
may  say  that  the  assignee  alleges  other  grounds,  besides  failure 
to  file,  for  avoiding  the  claim  of  plaintiffs;  but  in  the  view  we 
take  of  the  case  in  the  matter  of  filing,  it  is  unnecessary  to 
•peak  of  their  effect. 

The  decision  of  this  court  in  Farmers^  Loan  and  Trust  Co. 
T.  Minneapolis  Engine  and  Machine  TFbris,  35  Minn.  543,  ia 
Aearly  decisive  upon  the  first  of  these  questions.  That  was  the 
case  of  a  receiver  of  an  insolvent  corporation,  appointed  under 
the  General  Stotutes  of  1878,  chapter  76.  We  held  that  the 
nceiver  may  avoid  any  transfers  void  as  to  creditors.  The 
proceeding  under  chapter  76  is  analogous  to  that  under  Laws 
•of  1881,  chapter  148.  Its  purpose  is  the  same,  to  wit,  to  take 
the  assets  of  the  debtor  applicable  to  payment  of  debts,  and 
Jtppropriate  them  to  that  purpose.  But  if  there  could  be  any 
<ioubt  as  to  the  power  of  a  receiver  under  chapter  76  to  avoid 
transfers  void  as  to  creditors,  it  could  not  exist  as  to  the  power 
of  an  assignee  or  receiver  under  chapter  148.  Section  7  of 
that  chapter  makes  applicable  to  assignees  and  receivers  ap- 
pointed under  the  chapter  all  laws  of  a  general  nature  appli- 
cable to  receivers  and  assignments  not  in  conflict  with  the 
provisions  of  the  chapter.  This  makes  applicable  the  provis- 
ions of  the  General  Statutes  of  1878,  chapter  41,  section  27, 
which  reads:  ^^That  in  all  cases  of  general  assignments  for  the 
l)enefit  of  creditors,  the  assignee  or  assignees  shall  be  considered 
■SB  representing  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  creditors  of  the 
debtor  or  debtors  making  the  assignment,  as  against  all  trans- 
iers  and  conveyances  of  property  which  would  be  held  to  be 
^audulent  or  void  as  to  creditors,  and  shall  have  all  the  rights 
which  such  creditors  would  have  to  avoid  such  fraudulent 
conveyances  and  transfers." 

This  is  conclusive  of  the  right  of  the  assignee  to  avoid  sueh 
41  claim  as  the  plaintiffs  make,  if  the  creditors  could  have 
avoided  it 

As  to  the  second  of  the  questions,  there  was  no  claim  at 
sll  upon  the  property  unless  the  stipulation  in  the  lease 
was,  in  effect,  a  chattel  mortgage.  If  it  amounted  only  to  a 
license  or  power  to  take  possession  and  sell,  and  apply  the 
proceeds  to  payment  of  the  rents,  not  coupled  with  an  in- 
terest in  the  property,  it  vrould  not  follow  the  property,  but 
4)eased  to  be  effectual  when  Bossier's  power  to  contnd  and 
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dispose  of  the  property  ceased.  It  was  not  a  common-law 
lien  nor  a  pledge.  The  lien  which  the  law  in  certain  cases 
gives  upon  chattels  is  the  right  of  detention  till  the  party 
claiming  it  shall  be  reimbursed  for  expenditures  or  labor  be- 
stowed upon  them:  Oakes  v.  Moore,  24  Me.  214,  219;  41  Am. 
Dec.  379.  When  such  right  or  lien  is  given,  not  by  law,  but 
by  contract  of  the  parties,  it  is  a  pledge  or  power.  But  in 
either  case  possession  is  essential  to  the  creation  and  continu-^ 
ance  of  the  lien,  as  much  so  in  one  case  as  in  the  other.  The 
reason  for  requiring  possession  to  sustain  the  lien  is  well  stated 
by  Kent:  ^*If  the  lien  was  to  follow  the  goods  after  they  had 
been  sold  or  delivered,  the  encumbrance  would  become  exces- 
sively inconvenient  to  the  freedom  of  trade  and  the  safety  of 
purchasers":  2  Kent's  Com.  689.  A  chattel  mortgage  is  a 
transfer  of  the  title  as  security,  and  strictly,  at  law,  must  eon- 
tain  words  of  conveyance.  But  so  strongly  are  courts  inclined 
to  so  construe  the  agreements  of  parties  as  to  make  them 
effectuali  that  no  formal  words  of  transfer,  and  no  particular 
form  of  instrument,  are  required  to  make  an  agreement  oper- 
ate as  a  mortgage.  Even  though  terms  are  used  which  would 
imply  something  else,  yet,  if  it  is  apparent  that  a  mortgage 
was  intended,  the  court  will  so  construe  it:  AjtwUer  v.  Mower^ 
lOVt.76. 

Among  the  cases  in  which  the  courts,  some  deciding  accord- 
ing to  the  rules  of  law,  and  some  according  to  the  principles 
of  equity  jurisprudence,  have  held  instruments  to  be  chattel 
mortgages,  though  no  words  of  transfer  were  used,  are  the 
following:— 

AtfDOter  V.  Mowerj  iupraj  in  which  the  instrument  recited 
that  the  party  (who  retained  the  possession)  '^turned  out  and 
delivered  to  P.  A.  one  white  and  red  cow,  which  he  may  dis- 
pose of  in  fourteen  days  to  satisfy  an  execution.'' 

Coty  V.  Bamea^  20  Vt.  78.  The  party  retaining  possession, 
fhe  words  were,  ''turns  out  his  black  cow  as  security  for  said 
rent";  the  court  saying:  ''It  cannot  be  supposed  that  the 
parties  to  this  bill  of  sale  designed  that  it  should  be  inopera- 
tive, as  it  must  have  been  if  it  is  simply  to  be  treated  as  a 
pledge  of  the  cow." 

In  Byrd  v.  WUeoZj  8  Baxt.  65,  in  which  (a  bill  of  sale,  both 
title  and  possession  passing  to  the  buyer)  the  seller  retained, 
in  terms,  a  lien  for  the  price,  with  power  to  sell  on  default 

DwMing  v.  Stearm^  9  Barb.  630,  was  similar  to  Byrd  t. 
WUecz^  iupra. 


Lt  Lam§im  r.  Bud^  9  Wend.  80,  the  instnuDeut  recited  the 
giTing  of  oertein  notee  by  the  party  ezecntiiig  it,  and  con- 
tinaed:  "For  eecnring  the  payment  of  said  notes,  I  hereby 
pledge  and  giTS  a  lien  on  the  said  engine  to  said  Z^.,  and  in 
case  the  notes  are  not  paid,  hereby  consent  that  L.  shall  hcdd 
the  same  as  seonrity,  and  to  save  himself  harmloss." 

In  McLian  v.  Klein^  8  DilL  113,  in  a  lease  was  a  clause 
declaring  that  certain  fumitore  '*  shall  be  subject  to  the  pay- 
ment of  said  rent  reeerred,  and  all  unpaid  rent  shall  be  con- 
stnied  to  be  a  mortgage  lien  on  the  same  after  the  same 
becomes  doe  and  payable."  The  court  held  th«t»  not  being 
a  legal  mortgage,  because  wanting  words  of  conveymiftoe,  it 
was  an  equitable  one,  or  lien  in  the  nature  of  one* 

In  Harrii  v.  /ofi«s,  88  N.  C.  817,  the  words  were:  ''Cimveys 
a  lien  upon  each  and  every  of  said  crops." 

InlfsmiisY.  1FM(s,  60  Ala.  888,  was  used  tibe  word  ""mcii- 
gage''  without  any  other  word  of  conv^sjuoe. 

In  SUiMgion  y.  ChariuUm,  51  Ala.  166,  the  writing  stated 
only:  "We  give  said  B.  a  lien  on  one  horse  Charley,  to  have 
and  to  hold  until  all  the  above  advances  are  paid/' 

In  Ik  L$on  v.  Bigmra,  16  Cal.  488:  ''We  mortg»0Sb''  with 
power  to  sell,  if  tibe  debt  should  not  be  paid* 

In  WhUing  v.  Eiehdberger^  16  Iowa,  422,  in  a  Imoo  the 
words  were:  *'8aid  lessor  is  to  have  a  Ueo  ou  the  smm  [fiir- 
aiture  sold  l»y  him  to  the  lessee]  for  the  fiathiul  perftrmanoe 
of  this  dhligation."  The  court  said:  "Squity  will  reocgnisi 
and  sustain  it  as  a  mortgage  when  it  appeaie  tberefiDom  tbst 
it  was  so  intended.'' 

In  this  case  there  are  no  words  of  conveyance,  but  tbat  the 
parties  intended  the  clause  to  operate  (and  even  to  he  enfivced) 
in  the  same  manner  as  a  mortgage,  is  evident  They  iatended 
it  to  be  operative,  and  it  cannot  operate  in  any  other  way. 
It  is  immaterial  whether  it  is  properly  designated  a  legal 
mortgage  or  an  equitable  mortgage,  for  in  either  case  it  comes 
within  the  statute  in  reference  to  filing.  The  statute  does  not 
indicate  any  distinoticm,  and  either  as  much  as  the  other  is 
within  the  mischiefs  which  the  statute  seeks  to  prevent. 

According  to  the  allegations  of  the  answer,  the  clauee  of  the 
lease  reserving  a  lien  may  be  avoided  by  the  assignee. 

Order  reversed.  

Aniovvs  foB  BxirsFXT  ov  Crsditobs  mat  Sbt  Asms  Puob  PsAvne* 
%Mn  Teawsb  bt  ma  Asuohob:  PUMmry  v.  Kmgtm^  S6  Am.  R^pw  SSSL 

Cbattel  Mobtoaob  Tbanstebs  Legal  Titlb  as  Sbcubitv: 
t.  IVrfOe,  61  Am.  Deo.  480;  BryaxU  t.  Cantm  JL  L.  Co..  93  Id.  40S. 
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BiAL  unless  it  misleads  the  adverse  party  to  his  prejndioe. 

AOXNCT. — WhXV  AuTHOBITT  Afl    AOBN?    18    CONVBBXID   U70M    P^BXinDt- 

8BIP,  Baob  Paxcnmk  mat  Executx,  and  the  act  of  one  is  theaot  of  tho 
firm,  and  in  strict  pnrsnanoe  of  the  power. 

Ia.— >Whxrs  Powxb  to  Exioots  Cohtbact  18  GnnBf  to  Febm;  Puh* 
CIFAL  18  BouHi),  although  the  member  of  the  firm  who  sigBS  tho  princi* 
pal*s  name  adds  his  own  individnal  name,  instead  of  the  name  of  the 
firm*  as  agent  And  if  the  agent  simply  fixed  to  the  instnunsnt  the 
name  of  his  prinoipal  alone,  the  latter  woald  be  eflfeotoaUy  bound. 

ilk«— AuTBOUTT  TO  AoxNT  TO  8sLL  Lano  for  One  half  caah^  and  the 
ether  half  "payable  on  or  before  ona  year,"  anthoriies  a  aaleloor  one  half 
cash,  and  the  other  half  "payable  in  one  year,"  and  the  prinoipal  is 
bound  thereby.  In  either  case  the  vendor  woold  be  entitled  to  demand 
payoMBt  i»  one  year,  and  not  before. 

VwanoR  Ain>  PimBAiiE.  —-It  b  laonamn  wosr  Obuook  xh  Ooirnuof 
lOE  Saza  OiF  Lasb^  who  seeks  to  avoid  pwlorHanoo  mnder  a  provisioa 
in  the  oontraet  Mithorixbig  him  to  dadare  it  void  "if  tho  titio  eaunot  bo 
made  gDod»"  to  prore  affirmatively  that  fact.  If  tho  defoot  allied  is  a 
nle  of  the  land  lor  tazes^  it  is  fiwmlwit  upon  him  to  prore  «at  tho 

QSCIOA  Sor  VOsMBBBSKO^fc  BOB  eOCDuP0w. 

Jchn  RamdW.K  SwBAom^  tot  th«  iffMUAiit 
Uri  L.  iamprey^  tot  fhe  retpoodent 

JbtcBMUif  J.  This  WM  aa  aotioo  to  oompd  epeeiito  per- 
totmtJXM  of  a  oontract  for  the  mIo  of  real  estate^  Plaintill 
alleges  tliat  the  defimdant  made  the  eentract  by  ^by  A.  B. 
Wilgaa,  his  duly  authoriied  agent  and  attorney  in  fact"  The 
eentraet  is  attaehed  as  an  exhibit  to  the  complainty  and  is 
signed,  ''0.  W.  Underwood,  by  A.  B.  Wilgns,  Agent'' 

1.  It  appears  from  the  eridenee  that  the  authority  to  sell  was 
giyen  to  the  firm  of  A.  B.  Wilgns  and  Brother,  a  partnership 
composed  of  A.  B.  Wilgus  and  B.  P.  Wilgns.  It  is  claimed 
that,  npoQ  this  state  of  facts,  there  was  a  failure  of  prooil 
But  the  material  aUegatimi  of  the  complaint  was,  that  defend* 
ant  had  made  this  contract  with  plaintiffl  It  was  not  neces* 
sary  to  allege  that  it  was  made  through  an  agent.  It  would 
hare  been  enough  to  declare  upon  it  generally  as  of  the  per- 
sonal act  of  the  principal.  The  substance  of  the  issue  was 
not  whether  defendant  had  made  the  contract  through  an 
agent,  but  whether  he  had  made  it  at  all.  Hence  it  cannot 
be  said  that  there  was  a  failure  of  proof.  The  most  that  can 
be  poesibly  claimed  is,  that  there  was  a  variance  between 
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the  aDagation  and  proof^  but  which  could  not,  in  this  caae, 
have  misled  the  defendant  to  his  prejudice,  and  therefiare  is 
not-  material. 

2.  Defendant  further  contends  that  the  authorily  to  sell 
being  to  the  firm  of  A.  B.  Wilgus  and  Brother,  which  was 
composed  of  two  members,  this  authority  could  only  be  exe- 
cuted by  the  two  jointly,  and  not  by  one  separately,  so  as  to 
bind  the  principal.  In  support  of  this  contention,  he  invoksB 
the  well-known  general  rule  of 'the  common  law,  that  where  an 
authority  to  do  an  act  is  conferred  upon  two  or  more  agents, 
the  act  is  valid  to  bind  the  principal  only  when  all  of  them 
concur  in  doing  it;  the  power  being  joint,  and  not  eeveral: 
JioUifM  v.  Phdp$i  6  Minn.  468.  Byen  where  the  authority  is 
given  to  several  agents,  this  rule  is  not  so  rigid  and  inflexible 
as  to  overcome  the  apparent  intention  of  the  parties  to  the 
contrary:  Story  on  Agency,  sees.  42, 43;  Hawley  v.  Keder,  6S 
N.  Y.  114  But  we  think  the  rule  has  no  application  where 
the  authority  is  given  to  a  partnership  as  such.  Each  mem- 
ber of  a  partnership  is  the  agent  of  the  firm,  and  all  the  part- 
ners are  jointly  accountable  for  the  acts  of  each  other;  and 
where  a  person  appoints  a  partnership  as  his  agent,  he  must 
be  deemed  to  have  done  so  with  reference  to  theee  rtilee  of 
law.  When  a  person  delegates  authority  to  a  firm,  it  is  an 
appointment  of  the  partnership  as  his  agents  and  not  of  the 
individual  members  as  his  several  and  separate  agents. 
Hence  each  partner  may  execute,  and  the  act  of  one  is  the 
act  of  the  firm,  and  in  strict  pursuance  of  the  powrar:  Oardan 
V.  BucAofian,  6  Yeig.  71. 

But  it  is  claimed  that,  oonoeding  this,  he  must  do  it  in  tfas 
name  of  the  firm,  and  that  if,  as  in  the  present  case,  he  nsei 
his  individual  name,  it  is  not  the  act  of  the  partnership,  and 
will  not  bind  it  The  defendant  seems  to  overlook  the  &ct 
that  the  contract  is  the  act  of  the  principal,  and  not  of  the 
agent,  and  that  the  party  to  be  bound  is  the  former,  and  not 
the  latter.  Hence  the  important  question  is,  whether  the  prin- 
cipal's name  has  been  signed  to  the  contract  by  one  having  au- 
thority to  do  so.  That  in  this  case  A.  B.  Wilgus,  as  a  member 
of  the  firm  of  A.  B.  Wilgus  and  Brother,  had,  by  virtue  of  the 
authority  given  the  firm,  power  to  execute  this  contract  in  the 
name  of  defendant,  cannot  be  questioned,  and  it  is  wholly 
immaterial  whether  to  that  name  he  added  ^'  by  A.  B.  WUgni 
and  Brother,"  or  ^^by  A.  B.  Wilgus,"  or  nothing  at  alL  An 
agent  authorized  to  sign  the  name  of  his  principal  effectnaDy 


priocipal,  u  if  it  ireni  his  personal  act.  The  particaUr  form 
of  the  execution  is  not  material,  if  it  be  done  in  the  name  of 
the  principal,  and  by  one  having  authority  In  fact  to  execute 
the  instrument:  Berkey  t.  Jv.dd,  22  Minn.  287,  302;  Pint  Na- 
tvmal  Bank  v.  Loyked,  28  Id.  396;  Devinmy  v.  ReynoUU,  1  Watts 
&.  8.  328;  FoTsyth  v.  Day,  41  Me.  382. 

3.  The  authority  to  the  firm  was  to  sell  for  one  half  cash, 
and  the  other  half  payable  on  or  before  one  year.  They  sold 
for  one  half  cash,  and  the  other  half  payable  in  one  year.  It 
is  claimed  that  this  vas  unauthorised,  and  therefore  the  prin* 
cipal  not  bound.  The  terms  of  the  contract  as  executed,  so 
isr  as  they  affect  the  rights  of  defendant,  were  in  legal  effect 
the  same  as  those  authorized.  By  each  be  would  be  entitled 
to  demand  payment  in  one  year,  and  not  before.  The  distinc- 
tion between  this  case  and  one  where  the  &ct8  are  exactly 
reversed  (such  as  Jaeiton  v.  Badger,  85  Uinn.  52}  will  be  ap* 
parent  on  a  moment's  reflectioa. 

4.  The  contract  contained  a  provision  that  if  the  title  to  the 
premises  "is  not  good,  and  cannot  be  made  good,  this  agree- 
ment shall  be  void,"  and  the  earnest-money  refunded.  Upon 
examination  of  the  title,  it  was  discovered  that  the  land  bad 
been  bid  in  by  the  state  at  the  tax  sale  of  1888,  for  the  taxes 
of  1882,  for  the  sum  of  fifteen  dollars,  and  the  certificate  of 
sale  subsequently  assigned  (when  does  not  appear)  to  one 
Billson.  After  waiting  some  time  to  have  the  defect  in  the 
title  removed,  and  it  not  being  done,  plaintiff  o&ered  to  take 
defendant's  warranty  deed  (as  provided  in  the  contract),  with 
the  title  as  it  was.  Defendant  declined  to  do  this,  claiming 
that,  onder  the  provision  of  the  contract  referred  to,  he  had  a 
right,  if  the  title  could  not  be  made  good,  to  declare  the  con- 
tract at  an  end.  We  need  not  determine  whether  or  not  this 
position  is  sonnd.  Assuming  that  defendant's  construction  of 
the  contract  is  correct,  it  ia  at  least  incumbent  upon  him  to 
prove  affirmatively  that  the  title  cannot  be  made  good.  This 
he  has  not  done.  He  has  neither  proved  that  the  notice  of  the 
expiration  of  redemption  required  by  law  had  been  given,  or 
that  the  assignment  to  Billson  was  made  after  forfeiture  to  the 
state,  so  as  to  bring  the  case  within  State  v.' Smith,  86  Minn. 
456.  Therefore,  for  anything  that  appears,  the  right  of  re- 
demption from  this  tax  sale  still  continues,  and  the  title  to 
the  land  could  be  made  good  by  paying  fifteen  dollars,  and 
intereet.    We  tberefbre  think  that  the  evidence  shows  a  bind- 
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ing  oontrftot  hj  defendnnt  to  eeU  and  eony«j,  and  aluyirB  no 
Talid  reason  why  he  ought  not  to  and  cannot  perform. 
Order  revereed.  

ImmatibiaIi  Vabuhob  betwcbi  ALUKUxma  amd  Pwmv  dom  no*  t^ 
qain  nTuml  of  Jadgma&t:  LmdmiOB  «fe.  E.B.Oa.r.  no^pt,  S  An.  81. 
Rep.  156;  and  viriuiM  is  immAteriil  imliwi  it  miilnadii  adTWM  ptrtj  to  fas 
pnjadioo:  DuboU  ▼.  Sterner,  82  Am.  Doo.  826;  Lmkrv.  WmteoOt  82  Id.  40^ 
Oo9mm  ▼.  AK^iM;  98  Id.  658^  and  note. 


BuBunni  Soirfi^iF.SoaLT.Aaife^  Itai^TSAik  Dm.  880|  BmhBt^w.Mmm^ 
96  Id.  878. 
Vbvdkb  n  EzaounD  Ooirnukor  m  8au  ovBaOi  BRAH^iaavAarto 

Moape  poymMiti  is  bound  to  proTO,  beyond  doobt^  dolsot  in  titlo  In  wfaolt 
or  in  part:  Cboper  t.  SimgUkm^  70  Am.  Doe.  888i    In  JTcglqif  ▼.  JAmiaa^^  8 

II  iriji  iTT.Il  iiii1iiiimiit'Mtii---'r'-ffTTi'"'n-TlTlii  jlTniHiiiMiiii 
and  glfenwamntydee^heiBMl^incBdir  to  neoverthe  |wiphIimi  pcioi^ 
profe  his  tttle^ 
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fir  Itmnioita.  UL] 

livnaitAft  OoarcaAxioni— Doason  ov  Uioba  TnnHii 
OiSAxm  SnujTRMi  to  mnnieipe]  bodies  than  to  private 
and,  in  genend,  a  mnnioipal  oofpocatien  is  not  estopped  from  dsojiag 
ilM  laHdity  el  a  oontraot  laado  b j  ita  effioers,  wfaen  there  haa  been  ne 
anihority  for  makiBff  snoh  a  eonlvaot. 

iDb— BxioonED  CovnAcr — Donm  ev  Uxaba  Vntia  — -OoBnaor  loa 
Obaddto  Sxbut,  made  by  the  cffioers  ol  a  monioipel  oospcpration  in  tiM 
first  instance,  the  duty  to  make  tiie  improvement  not  haTiiig  been  first 
imposed  npon  tiie  adjaosntpwiptistots,  as  tequixed  by  the  charter  of  tiM 
ouuddpeliiQr,  is  nnanthetiMdi  and  the  other  contraotiqg  par^,  not 
ing  been  mided  as  to  any  faot^  la  not  entitled  to  seoovw  after 
anoe  on  his  part 

AcnoM  brought  by  the  plaintifi^  Newbery,  od  behalf  of 
himself  and  all  other  dtiaenB  and  tax-payers  of  the  town  ol 
Taylor's  Falls,  to  restzahi  the  defendant,  Fox,  from  enforoing 
a  judgment  obtained  by  him  by  de&nlt  against  said  town, 
and  to  restrain  the  town  and  its  offioers  from  paying  Boeh 
judgment    Other  &ct8  in  the  opinion. 

F.  B.  Dorothy f  for  the  appellant. 

H.  N.  Setur^  for  the  respondent 

Dickinson,  J.  The  only  point  presented  by  the  appeUant 
for  decision  is  as  to  whether  a  contract,  entered  into  in  1885 
<)etween  the  town  council  of  the  municipal  corporation,  the 
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town  of  Taylor's  FaUs,  and  the  defendant,  Fox,  for  the  opening 
and  grading  of  certain  streets  by  Fox,  was  uUra  ifires^  and 
whether  the  municipality  should  be  heard  to  interpose  that 
defense  to  an  action  by  the  other  party  to  recover  upon  the 
contract  after  it  had  been  performed.  The  corporation  was 
empowered  by  its  charter  (Special  Laws  1873,  c.  2,  and 
Special  Laws  1881,  Extra  Sees.,  c.  44)  to  levy  special  assess- 
ments for  such  improvements  upon  the  real  estate  in  front  of 
or  adjacent  to  which  the  same  should  be  made.  The  act  of 
1881  repealed  certain  sections  of  the  prior  act  providing  for 
the  assessing  of  the  cost  of  such  improvements,  in  the  first 
instance,  upon  the  property  deemed  to*  be  benefited  thereby; 
and  by  section  10  of  the  later  act  it  was  provided  that  the 
town  council  should  ^' order  said  improvements  to  be  made  by 
the  owners  of  real  estate,  or  occupants  of  such  real  estate,  in 
front  or  adjacent  to  where  said  improvements  are  so  ordered." 
Section  12  provides  that  such  owners  or  occupants  ''shall 
make,  or  cause  to  be  made,  said  improvements  at  their  own 
cost  and  charges";  and  further  provides  that,  in  case  of  their 
default^  the  council  may  cause  the  improvement  to  be  made, 
and  assess  the  expense  upon  the  property.  It  is  not  contro- 
verted that  the  statute  reqidred  tiiat  an  order  should  have 
been  made  for  the  adjacent  proprietors  to  make  the  improve- 
ment, and  opportunity  given  them  to  do  so,  before  the  council 
could  rightfully  let  a  contract  for  the  doing  of  it;  and  it  is  ad- 
mitted that  this  was  not  done.  Not  only  was  the  party  enter- 
ing into  this  contract  legally  chargeable  with  notice  that  by 
the  public  charter  the  authority  of  the  council  was  thus  re- 
stricted: MeD(mald  v.  Mayor^  68  N.  T.  23;  23  Am.  Rep.  144; 
Schumm  V.  Seymour^  24  N.  J.  Eq.  143;  but  the  allegation  in 
the  complaint,  that  the  plaintiff  warned  the  defendant  that 
the  contract  was  void  before  he  commenoed  to  perform  it,  is 
admitted  by  the  answer. 

The  doctrine  of  vltra  vires  has,  with  good  reason,  been  ap- 
plied with  greater  strictness  to  municipal  bodies  than  to 
private  corporations,  and,  in  general,  a  municipality  is  not 
estopped  from  denying  the  validity  of  a^  contract  made  by  its 
officers,  when  there  has  been  no  authority  for  making  such  a 
contract:  Mayor  v.  Ray,  19  Wall.  468;  Brady  v.  Mayor  of  New 
York,  20  N.  Y.  312;  Hague  v.  CUy  of  PhOadOphia,  48  Pa.  St. 
527;  1  Dillon  on  Municipal  Corporations,  457;  Naehy.  CUy  of 
St.  Paidj  8  Minn.  143  (172).  A  different  rule  of  law  would,  hi 
effect,  r     ly  enlarge  the  power  of  public  agents  to  bind  a 
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mtmioipality  by  oontraotBy  not  only  unauthorised,  bat  prohib* 
ited  by  the  law.  It  would  tend  to  nullify  the  limitations  and 
lestrictiona  imposed  with  respect  to  the  powers  of  such  agents^ 
and  to  a  dangeroas  extent  expose  the  public  to  the  yery  evila 
and  abuses  which  such  limitations  are  designed  to  prerenL 
In  the  case  here  presented,  it  is  not  to  be  denied  that  the  town 
council  had  no  authority  to  make  this  contract;  that  the 
charter  set  forth  the  conditions  which  would  authoriie  such  a 
contract  to  be  made;  that  those  prescribed  conditions  had  not 
been  fulfilled,  nor  did  the  defendant  believe  that  they  had 
been.  The  most  that  appears  in  his  favor  is,  that,  without 
being  misled  or  mistaken  as  to  the  fact,  but  being  warned  that 
the  contract  was  void,  he  nevertheless  judged  that  it  was 
legally  valid;  and  being  also  so  advised  by  the  members  of 
the  council,  he  took  the  risk  of  performing  it.  The  contract^ 
being  thus  unauthorised,  was  not  efiectual  as  a  contract,  and 
the  defendant  does  not  appear  in  a  position  entitling  him  to 
invoke  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  to  aid  him  in  enforcing  his 
claim,  as  though  the  contract  were  obligatory  upon  the  town. 
No  other  reason  is  urged  in  support  of  the  answer  demurred 
to  than  that  which  we  have  considered,  and  deeming  this 
insufficient,  the  order  sustaining  the  demurrer  is  affixmed. 

PBsoHa  Dbaldio  wim  Husioxpal  CcmroaATKWs  abs  Bomm  «o 
ttft  Mthority  «f  the  Utter^i  dBoen:  Arfro  V.  PMM;  ONfib  p.  4I& 
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rsy  MimiMOftA,  IfilJ 

Misria  Ain>  SaBVAir.— SaavAsr  za  hot  Niwtmiarilt  CNnLrr  ov  Oov* 
TsavrftBT  NiQuaaaci^  bocMue  he  woAm  near  dangsroui  niinhinMj 
SBOOfivedy  kaowiog  iti  ecadition,  Althoni^  the  mastar  be  daady  guilty 
ol  Bii^igeiioe  in  leaving  the  machinery  in  that  condition.  Maatar  mod 
■enraat  do  not  stand  upon  the  aaoie  footing  in  that  regard. 

ISb—  It  a  MjkSTiB's  Dinrr  to  Supply  Saps  JxaraxntEstALantB  for  tiia 
nae  of  hia  aervant^  and  he  is  boond  to  exercise  reaaonable  diliganoa  in 
informiag  himaelf  aa  to  whether  hia  machinery  is  safe;  whnraaa,  tiia 
■errant^  in  the  absence  ol  notice  to  the  contrary,  or  aomethiag  to  pat 
him  on  inquiry,  haa  a  right  to  aasame  that  hia  master  has  done  hia  dnty 
in  this  reject,  and  to  rely  en  his  anperior  jndgment. 

Xn^  — MxBs  Fact  that  Ssevamt  Kirowa  DsfSOTivs  OoinxnoH  op  Is« 
SEaujUHT  with  which  he  wci^  does  not  neceasarily  charge  him  with 
oentribatory  negligence,  or  the  assumption  ol  risks  growing  out  of  the 
defects.  The  question  is.  Did  he  know,  or  ought  he^  in  the  ezerdae  of 
ordinary  common  sense  and  prudence,  to  have  known,  the  risks  to  whisk 
the  condition  of  the  instrument  expoeed  him  T 
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Appeal  by  the  defendant  firom  an  order  reftning  a  neir 
tiiaL  The  fiicte  appear  in  the  opinion.  The  defendant's  re* 
queete  for  instmctionB  to  the  jury,  which  were  refiued  by  i!t» 
coart«  are  as  follows:  '^4.  In  cases  of  this  kind,  where  th#- 
defect  in  the  machine  or  other  appliance  from  which  the  dan- 
ger arises  is  of  snch  a  character,  or  occurs  at  such  a  time,, 
that  the  employer  cannot  reasonably  be  expected  to  hay# 
knowledge  thereof  it  is  the  duty  of  the  employee  to  give  no- 
tice,  and  the  neglect  of  such  duty  exempts  the  employer  from 
responsibility.  5.  In  this  case,  if  you  find  that  it  was  the  duty 
of  plaintiff  to  oil  the  oogs  i  n  which  he  was  in j  ured,  and  the  bear^ 
ings  immediately  under  the  same,  daily  or  ofltener,  and  for 
that  purpose  he  must  necessarily  have  seen  and  observed  th^ 
uncovered  condition  of  the  cogs  in  doing  such  work  when  thr* 
oover  was  off,  you  must  find  for  the  defendant,  for  the  reason 
that,  if  this  oover  had  not  been  off  long  enough  before  plaintiff 
was  injured  for  him  to  have  discovered  it,  it  had  not  been  off 
long  enough  to  charge  the  defendant  with  neglect  in  fidling  to 
discover  it;  and  if  it  had  been  off  long  enough  to  diarge 
defendant  with  negligence  in  failing  to  remedy  the  defect, 
plaintiff  was  guilty  of  contributory  neglect  in  remaining  with 
and  not  reporting  such  defect,  so  that  it  might  be  repaired.'' 
^  7.  In  case  you  find  that  defendant's  foreman  showed  plaintiff 
the  cogs  in  which  he  was  injured,  and  explained  to  him  the 
need  there  was  in  keeping  that  board  in  place,  and  that  plains- 
tiff  appeared  to  comprehend  the  instruction,  and  afterwards* 
worked  there,  with  a  board,  evidently  in  plain  view,  off  the^ 
gearing,  so  that  it  was  exposed,  then  he  was  guilty  of  oontrib^ 
utory  negligence,  and  you  must  find  for  the  defendani" 

WhiUf  Shamnanf  ond  iZ^ynoIcb,  for  the  ai^pellani 
AUm  and  Parthuni^  for  the  respondent 

MncHBLL,  J.  This  was  an  action  for  damages  for  personal 
injuries  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  the  negligence  of  de* 
fondant  The  plaintiff  was  employed  in  defendant's  saw-mill 
as  an  off-bearer,  his  duty  being  to  stand  at  the  head  of  the 
live  rollers,  and  start  the  slabs,  etc.,  down  the  rollers  after 
they  left  the  saws.  In  case  a  slab  got  crooked,  or  a  piece  of 
bark  got  into  the  rollers  (which  would  occur  occasionally),  he 
had  to  leave  his  stand,  and  go  down  and  straighten  it  or  take 
it  out  In  doing  this  he  had  to  go  past  a  gearing,  where  two 
wheelf  mashed.    On  one  occasion,  as  he  was  going  down  to 
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ttraghtan  a  aUb  on  the  roUen,  the  geariDg  caught  his  ektih 
ing,  and  drew  in  his  leg,  oaofling  the  iiqniiee  oompLained  oC 
The  negligence  charged  against  defendant  oonaiBta  in  not  box« 
ing  or  covering  the  gearing. 

The  main  contention  here  is,  that  the  verdict  was  not  jnati- 
fled  by  the  evidence,  for  the  reaaona, — 1.  That  it  does  not  ap- 
pear that  defendant  iraa  gcdlty  of  any  negligence;  and  2.  Tliat 
it  doea  appear  that  plaintiff  himaelf  iraa  gnilty  of  contrilmtoiiy 
negligence. 

The  firat  reqnirea  but  little  conaideration.  There  was  abun- 
dant evidence  tending  to  prove  that  it  was  dangerous  to  leave 
the  gearing  open,  and  that  ordinary  pmdenoe  would  have  re- 
qnired  it  to  be  covered.  There  was  alao  evidence  that  the 
covering  had  been  off  at  leaet  two  weeka, — ample  time  for  de- 
fendant to  have  diacovered  the  fact  and  replaoeil  it 

2.  It  ia  nndiapnted  that  plaintiff  had  biown  for  two  weeka 
before  the  accident  that  the  gearing  waa  uncovered,  and  that 
he  continued  to  work  there  without  objection  or  complaint 
Defendant  contends  that  thia  conduaively  eatabliahoBi  aa  a 
matter  of  law,  contributory  negligence.  The  grand  fallacy 
running  all  through  the  argument  of  the  learned  counsel  is  in 
aaauming  that,  if  it  waa  negligence  for  defendant  to  leave  the 
gearing  uncovered,  it  must  neceaaarily  have  been  negligence 
on  the  part  of  plaintiff  to  work  near  it  while  in  that  ccmdition, 
and  that,  becauae  he  knew  that  it  waa  uncovered,  therefore  he 
kneW|  or  ought  to  have  known,  that  it  waa  dangeroua  to  go 
near  it  But  the  maeter  and  servant  do  not  stand  at  all  upon 
the  aame  footing  in  theae  mattera.  It  ia  the  maater's  duty  to 
aupply  aafe  instrumentalities  for  the  uee  of  his  servants.  He 
is  bound  to  exercise  reasonable  diligence  in  informing  himaelf 
aa  to  whether  his  machinery  is  safe;  whereas,  the  servant,  in 
the  absence  of  notice  to  the  contrary,  or  something  to  put  him 
on  inquiry,  has  a  right  to  assume  that  his  master  has  dona 
his  duty,  and  to  rely  on  his  superior  judgment  Of  course  a 
servant  is  bound  to  use  his  senses,  and  cannot  be  heard  to 
plead  ignorance  of  a  danger  that  was  obvious  to  any  one  on 
inspection;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  because  he  engages  to 
work  with  or  in  the  vicinity  of  machinery,  he  is  not  necee- 
sarily  bound  to  know  as  much  as  his  master  ought  to  know 
as  to  what  is  or  what  is  not  safe.  Again,  it  is  one  thing  to  be 
aware  that  machinery  is  defective,  or  in  a  particular  condition, 
and  another  thing  to  know  or  appreciate  the  risks  resulting 
iherefirom.    A  man  of  ordinary  intelligence  and  experience 


may  know  the  actual  conditioii  of  an  inetrnment  with  vhicb 
he  is  worUng,  and  yet  cot  know  the  imtare  or  extent  of  the 
risks  to  which  he  is  exposed.  The  mere  fact  that  a  Mrrant 
knows  the  defects  does  not  necessarily  charge  him  with  coo- 
tribatory  negligence,  or  the  assumption  of  rieka  growing  out  of 
those  defects.  The  question  is,  Did  he  know,  or  ot^t  he,  in 
the  exercise  of  ordinary  common  sense  and  prndeooe,  to  have 
known,  the  risks  to  which  the  condition  of  the  instrumentali- 
ties exposed  him?  RwsaeU  v.  Minnsapdia  and  St.  Jxm»  IPjf 
Co.,  82  Minn.  230;  Cook  v.  8t.  Paul  etc.  Ry  Co.,  84  Id.  45. 

Now,  in  the  present  case,  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  machinist, 
nor  employed  as  each.  He  was  a  mere  common  laborer  in 
the  miU.  He  had  been  employed  at  this  point  only  about 
twenty  days.  He  testifies  (and  the  jury  had  a  right  to  be- 
lieve him)  that  he  did  not  know  that  this  gearing  ever  had 
been  covered,  or  that  it  should  have  been  covered;  and  that 
be  did  not  know,  and  had  never  been  told,  that  it  was  danger^ 
ous,  or  cautioned  to  keep  away  ftt>m  it.  There  was  no  evi- 
dence that  it  was  his  duty  to  report  that  the  gearing  was 
uncovered.  All  that  the  witnesses  on  that  point  pretend  to 
Bay  is,  that  it  was  the  duty  of  every  employee  to  report  if  they 
saw  anything  wrong  with  the  machinery.  But  the  plaintiff 
did  not,  in  fact,  know  that  the  gearing  ought  to  be  covered. 
Neither  could  a  court  say,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the  riek  or 
danger  was  so  obvious  upon  inspection  that  plaintiff  ought,  in 
the  exensse  of  ordinary  intelligence,  to  have  understood  it. 
One  witneES  who  worked  in  the  mill,  and  who  had  worked  in 
flaw-mills  for  five  years,  testified  that  it  would  be  quite  pos- 
sible for  a  man  who  was  not  acquainted  with  machinery  not 
to  anticipate  danger  in  going  by  it.  Defendant's  own  foreman, 
who  admitted  to  have  known  for  some  time  that  the  covering 
was  off,  testified  that  he  did  not  think  anybody  would  get 
hurt,  that  he  never  thought  a  man  would  get  caught,  and 
advanced  the  theory  that  the  gearing  was  so  near  the  floor 
that  plaintiff  could  not  have  got  caught  unless  be  bad  kneeled 
down  and  shoved  his  knee  into  it.  If  that  is  the  way  it  looked 
to  the  experienced  foreman,  this  common  laborer  might  well 
be  excused  in  not  realizing  the  danger.  Under  the  circum- 
stances, whether  plaintiff  was  gailty  of  negligence  was  clearly 
a  question  for  the  jury;  and  they  having  answered  it  in  the 
negative,  art  can  say,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  their  ver- 

dict is  nc  fied  by  the  evidence. 

What  »n  said  dispoeea  of  most  of  the  exceptions  to 
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the  charge  of  the  court, — particularly  to  the  refnial  to  give 
defendaot's  fourth  and  fifth  reqneeta.    The  SonxOk  request 
was  aleo  properly  refoaed,  for  the  reason  that  it  was  inapplica- 
ble to  the  facta  of  the  caae.    It  assumed  that  plaintiff  knew, 
or  ought  to  hare  known,  that  the  absence  of  a  covering  from 
this  gearing  constituted  a  defect.    It  also  assumed  that  the 
removal  of  the  covering  was  such  a  recent  or  sudden  ocenr- 
rence  that  defendant  could  not  reasonably  have  been  expected 
to  have  known  the  fact.    The  seventh  request  was  aleo  prop- 
erly refused.    If,  instead  of  repairing  the  defect,  defendant 
saw  fit  to  allow  the  gearing  to  remain  uncovered,  and  at- 
tempted to  relieve  itself  firom  liability  by  "explaining"  to 
plaintiff  its  dangerous  character,  it  was  not  enough  that  ha 
^^ajqpeared"  to  understand  the  explanation.    If  defendant  pro- 
posed to  relieve  itself  on  any  such  ground,  it  was  bound  to  see 
to  it  that  plaintiff,  in  fact,  understood  it.    The  request  was 
evidently  framed  in  that  form  because  the  evidence  showed 
that  plaintiff  understood  very  little  of  the  English  language, 
TIm  order  denying  a  new  trial  mnst  be  affirmed. 

llAScaa  IB  BoeiTD  no  Bcmr  tUn  llAoaniSET  m  AmuiiCBsfarvi* 
of  hii  BUwmaiMf  sod  they,  in  tho  abienoe  of  notioa,  or  ■omethiog  to  pot  tbom 
on  inqniry,  have  *  right  to  Mrame  that  ho  has  done  hia  duty  in  thk  napoels 
See  Fmrm  r.  8elkr9,  4  Am.  St.  Bep.  266,  and  note. 

Maaa  Khowlsdos  bt  Skbvaiit  of  Dubois  nr  MACBmsar  oa  Amj- 
AMom  wiU  not  bar  his  xig^t  to  recoTer  for  injnry  rofolting  timslmu^  unlwi 
ha  kaeWi  or  osi^t  to  hava  known,  the  oonieqiMnt  luk:  iVirwi  v.  SeUen,  4 
Am.  81  Bap.  866. 
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IS7  iCnmeoTA,  IM.] 

JvKonaonaa — Ckissvauui'ivs  Ssavzoa  aw  Suimoas  wr  Pviuo4noir.~ 
IfiniiflMU  itatata  (Qen.  Stats.  1878^  o.  86^  aso.  64)  aathafinQg  a  osa- 
straotiTe  senrioe  of  snnwnons  by  pablioation,  "upon  the  filiag''  ol  an 
affidavit  alleging  the  nen*residenoe  of  the  defendbnti  ete.,  makes  aach 
filing  a  prerequisite  oondition  to  an  authorised  pnblication.  And  if  the 
affidavit  be  not  filed  until  after  the  publioation,  even  if  it  be  done  on  the 
day  of  the  entry  of  the  judgment^  the  oonrt  acquires  no  JuHsdiotion,  and 
its  judgment  is  void. 

iDb  —  It  ArrxAsnro  urow  Faob  or  Bbodbd  that  Sumoirs  »  Acnosr 
WAS  SsBVBs  in  a  way  ineflhotnal  to  oonier  Jurisdiction,  it  will  aot  be 
presumed  that  a  Yslid  servioe  was  made  in  smne  other  way. 

Is^  ^Ih  MnrNsaoTA,  Coitbt  AoQunun  No  JuamnonoN  vr  m  Attjcb- 
mBrr  of  property  of  the  defendant  in  an  aetkm,  without  an  aaftkflrind 
ol  the  snmmona. 
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npon  tlM  f aoe  of  tho  reoord,  no  title  eva  be  Mqnived  by  *  pviehaeer  at » 
aide  under  ezecntion  issued  upon  that  judgment. 

J.  L,  Dobbin  arid  J.  L,  Parker j  for  the  appellants. 

C  A,  Ebertj  for  the  respondents. 

Dickinson,  J.  This  is  an  action  for  the  partition  of  real  es- 
tate.  The  defendants  denied  the  plaintiffs'  alleged  title.  That 
title  depends  upon  the  validity  of  a  judgment  entered  March 
25,  1884,  in  favor  of  one  Mary  A.  Becker,  in  an  action  by  her 
against  Peter  Morris,  who  then  owned  an  undivided  half  of 
tho  premises.  In  that  action  an  affidavit  for  the  publication 
of  the  summons  was  made  on  the  eleventh  day  of  January, 
1884,  such  as  is  required  by  the  General  Statutes  of  1878, 
chapter  68,  section  64,  alleging  the  non-residence  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  that  his  place  of  residence  was  not  known  to  the 
plaintiff;  and  thereupon  an  order  was  made  by  the  court,  on 
the  fourteenth  day  of  January,  for  the  publication  of  the  sum- 
mons.  The  statute  did  not  at  that  time  require  an  order  for 
8ach  publication,  but  prescribed  that  '^  upon  the  filing  of  an 
affidavit,"  such  as  has  been  just  referred  to,  the  service  might 
be  made  by  the  publication  of  the  summons.  The  affidavit, 
however,  was  not  filed  until  March  25th,  the  day  of  the  entry 
of  the  judgment;  neither  was  the  order  above  referred  to  filed 
until  that  day.  On  the  16th  of  January  a  writ  of  attachment 
was  issued  in  that  action,  and  levied  upon  this  property.  The 
Bummons  was  published  for  six  weeks  following  the  nineteenth 
day  of  January,  and,  upon  proof  of  the  default  of  the  defend- 
ant, judgment  was  entered  March  26th.  The  plaintiffs'  as- 
sorted  title  was  acquired  through  sale  under  execution  issued 
upon  that  judgment 

The  statute  prescribes  the  means,  fhiough  a  constructive 
aervice  of  the  summons,  by  which  a  court  may  acquire  juris- 
diction to  render  judgment  affecting  property  within  the  state. 
This  mode  of  conferring  jurisdiction  is  effectual  only  as  the 
statute  makes  it  so;  and  whatever  the  statute  prescribes  as  a 
prerequisite  condition  cannot  be  dispensed  with.  The  statute 
allowing  publication  to  be  made  ^'upon  the  filing"  of  the  affi- 
davit makes  that  act  a  condition  essential  to  constitute  an 
authorized  publication.  This  not  having  been  done  until 
after  the  publication  had  been  completed,  the  court  acquired 
no  jurisdiction,  and  its  judgment  was  void:  Ander$on  v.  Co- 
bum,  27  Wis.  558;  Cumminga  v.  Tabor ^  61  Id.  185;  Bradley  T. 
Jamt^oti,  46  Iowa,  68;  Jfifrrp&y  v.  Lj/otm,  19  Neb.  689. 
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The  court,  by  its  order  of  publication,  did  not  dispense  with 
the  requirement  of  the  statute  respecting  the  filing  of  the  affi- 
davit, nor  could  this  be  done.  The  defect  appears  uixm  the 
face  of  the  record,  the  affidavit  being  officially  indorsed  by 
the  clerk,  "Filed  March  25,  1884,"  and  the  court  finds  in 
this  case  that  it  was  not  filed  until  that  date.  The  recital  in 
the  judgment  of  the  summons,  having  been  duly  served,  is 
qualified  by  the  fact  shown  by  the  record,  and  which  was  a 
proper  part  of  the  judgment  roll,  as  to  the  manner  in  which 
service  was  made.  It  thus  appearing  that  the  affidavit  pre- 
scribed by  statute  was  filed  on  the  day  when  the  judgment 
was  entered,  it  will  not  be  presumed  that  one  was  filed  prior 
to  that  time:  Oolpin  v.  Page,  18  WalL  850, 866;  dark  v.  Brya^ 
16  Md.  171;  Clarh  v.  ZTiompaon,  47  DL  25;  Hahn  v.  JTdly,  84 
Cal.  891;  04  Am.  Dec.  742;  Ely  v.  TMrnan^  14  Wis.  28;  Free- 
man on  Judgments,  sec.  125. 

We  are  all  of  the  opinion  that  what  was  said  to  the  con- 
trary in  OemmM  v.  Rice^  13  Minn.  371  (400),  is  opposed  both 
to  authority  and  to  principle,  and  should  be  overruled.  While 
Mr.  Justice  Berry,  by  reason  of  sickness,  does  not  take  part  in 
this  decision,  it  is  just  to  state  that  in  the  oonsideration  of  the 
case  he  also  expressed  his  convicti<m  that  QemfmsH  v.fice  waa 
in  this  respect  wrong. 

The  plaintiffs  sought  to  sustain  the  judgment  by  testimony 
tending  to  show  the  delivery  of  an  affidavit  to  the  clerk  on 
the  16th  of  January.  But  there  is  no  finding  that  such  was 
the  fact,  nor  does  the  evidence  conclusively  show  that  it  was 
so.  Whether  or  not  there  is  anything  in  the  plaintiffs'  theory 
that  delivering  the  affidavit  to  the  clerk,  even  though  it 
not  filed  by  him,  would  be  sufficient  to  authorise  the  pobU 
tion,  the  point  rests  upon  an  assumed  fact,  not  established  by 
the  findings  of  the  court,  and  is  not  now  available  to  the  plain« 
tiffs.  The  finding  of  the  court  that  no  affidavit  was  filed  untQ 
March  25th  is  justified  by  the  evidence,  not  only  as  respects 
the  actual  filing,  but  as  to  the  delivery  to  the  clerk  for  filing, 
if  that  were  all  that  was  requisite,  and  upon  this  finding  the 
conclusion  of  the  court  as  to  the  jurisdiction  was  right 
Whether  the  evidence  to  which  we  have  alluded  was  adniis* 
sible  is  not  a  question  involved  in  this  appeal,  and  we  do  not 
consider  it. 

The  court  did  not  acquire  jurisdiction  by  its  sttaehment 
of  property  without  any  service  of  the  summons.  An  attach- 
ment alone  has  not  such  an  effect  where,  as  is  the  case  in  this 


state,  the  attachment  is  aociUaiy  to  the  actioii,  a  provisional 
remedy  in  the  action,  aod  sot  ttm  means  prescribed  for  the 
purpose  of  conferring  jurisdiction:  CleUmd  t.  Tavemier,  11 
Minn.  194;  Jarvit  v.  Bamtt,  14  Wis.  591;  BeU  v.  (Hmtted,  18 
Id.  69. 

The  judgment  being  vrad  for  want  of  jurisdictioD,  and  that 
appearing  upon  the  face  of  the  record,  no  title  was  acquired 
l^  the  purchaser  under  the  execution;  Harrington  t.  Loomit, 
10  Minn.  Sd6;  Freeman  on  Judgments,  sec.  117. 

Order  affirmed.  

Nonoa  txa  Omammtn  to  sm  Hhakd  laa  Bhiktul  BaaPMni  to 
Juxmioncui  of  all  otmrt^  «tmi  io  pnMWading*  in  ram,  aad  todgnMute  with- 
ent  Jvmdiotiaa,  m  wtthimt  pnpn  ordn  «(  paUiMtiaa  of  nunraoiu,  mo 
■aUitiM:  Aarr  t.  JMr,  S  Am.  St.  Bap.  106,  ud  tiota. 

SiHViUi  otf  Pbdchs  it  PonnunM,  avd  Emoi  to  Ooxnu  Jmnras. 
noxi  8— g«hiT.Iii»WAin.DoB.7*^«iideitw>JodMtothwi>u> 


Falhbb  v.  Kobthbrh  Faoifio  Bailboad  GoMPAinr. 

F*"***r*  OmiKunxH.  —  Wxzxa  Afhial  b  Wsovotitllz  i»  Tmum.  or 
Tt.jTT.»ftm  OmiriiXT,  withont  tho  Unit  of  Uib  etnnpaBj,  thaw  in  ohaigo 
ol  its  tniat  ow«  no  dntj  to  look  ahead  and  Hoortain  if  tba  auimd  bo 
tbva,  and  ara  only  botmd  to  ateraat  oaio  in  n^eot  to  it  fam  tha  tima 
tiM7  diaaofw  ita  pariL  Thia  nila  ia  aqnallj  ap^ioablo  in  tha  eaaa  o(  aa 
aniigal  wm^allj  apon  a  higfawa  j  at  a  imQiaad  eroiring. 

John  C.  BvOitt,  tor  the  appellant. 

B.  F.  Hartthora,  for  the  respondent 

GiLViLLAii,  C.  J.  Action  for  running  upon  and  killing 
plaintiff's  hOTse.  The  horse  was  at  large  in  a  public  highway, 
grasing  near  the  crossing  of  defendant's  road,  when,  a  train  of 
oara  coming  along  at  its  usual  speed,  the  hrase  ran  upon  the 
track  in  front  of  the  train,  and  the  train  ran  upon  and  killed 
it  It  does  not  appear  that  the  electors  of  ttie  town  had  deter- 
mined where  catUe,  horses,  etc.,  should  be  permitted  to  go  at 
large.  The  horse  was  therefore  wrongfully  in  the  highway. 
It  is  doubtful  that  the  evidence  as  to  the  defendant's  negli- 
gence, and  also  aa  to  contributory  n^Iigenoe  on  the  part  of 
plaintiff,  was  sach  as  to  justify  submitting  the  case  to  the 
jury.  Ctmoeding,  however,  ttiat  it  was,  still  tbrae  most  be  a 
new  trial  for  refusal  of  the  court  '  istzuct  the  jury  as  lo- 
quested  by  deftodant 
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Thnt  were  several  requests  on  its  behalf^  preaentiiig,  in 
Tarioos  forms,  practically  the  same  propositioD«  which  the  oonit 
refosed  to  give.  We  need  specify  only  two  of  them,  as  they 
•express  tiie  gist  of  all:  *'  If  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence 
that  the  plaintiff's  horse,  at  the  time  of  the  injury  complained 
of,  was  ranning  at  large,  it  is  instructed  that  the  verdict  must 
be  for  defendant,  unless  it  further  believes  that,  after  the  dis> 
oovery  of  the  peril  of  the  horse,  the  defendant's  servants  were 
guilty  of  negligence";  and  that  if  the  horse  was  running  at 
large,  plaintiff,  in  order  to  recover,  must  prove  two  ffitcts,  viz.: 
^'  That,  prior  to  actually  striking  the  horse,  the  defendant's 
eervants  discovered  its  peril";  and  '*  that,  after  the  discoyery 
•of  the  horse's  peril,  deftndant's  servants  fBiiled  to  do  some- 
thing which  they  ought  to  have  done  to  avoid  striking  it,  and 
which,  if  done,  would  have  been  effectual  to  prevent  the  col- 
lision." 

Theee  propositions,  or  rather,  this  proposition  twice  stated, 
is  in  exact  accord  with  what  was  decided  by  this  court  in 
Locke  V.  Fint  Diviiion  etc.  R.  R.  Co.j  16  Minn.  350,  and  reiter- 
ated in  WUhereU  v.  MUuaukee  and  St.  And  IPy  Co.,  24  Id.  4ia 
It  is  true,  those  were  cases  where  the  animals  were  wrongfully 
upon  the  lands  of  the  railroad  company,  while  in  this  it  was 
wrongfully  upon  the  highway,  at  the  place  where  the  trains 
had  a  right  to  cross, — there  through  the  fault  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  not  of  defendant.  This  difference  makes  no  difference  in 
the  principle.  In  either  case,  those  in  charge  of  the  train  were 
not  bound  to  presume  that  the  animal  would  be  where  it  was. 
They  ^  had  a  right  to  presume  that  the  plaintiff  would  keep 
her  at  home,  where  alone  she  belonged;  consequently  they 
•owed  no  duty  to  plaintiff  to  look  ahead,  and  see  where  the 
animal  was":  Locke  v.  Fint  Divieion  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  tupra. 
Their  duty  to  persons  or  animals  rightfully  on  the  highway 
would  have  required  them  to  be  on  the  lookout  to  ascertain  if 
-there  was  any  chance  of  injury  to  such  persons  or  animals;  but 
with  that  duty,  and  its  extent  and  its  observance,  the  plaintiff, 
-whose  animal,  through  his  own  fault,  was  wrongfully  there, 
Siad  no  concern.  Defendant  is  no  way  answerable  to  plaintiff 
for  any  neglect  in  its  duty  towards  others.  Without  any  duty 
to  anticipate  that  the  horse  might  be  in  danger,  or  to  exercise 
eaxe  to  ascertain  if  it  was  in  danger,  the  duty  of  those  in 
charge  of  the  train  of  cars  in  respect  to  the  horse  aioee  from 
the  time  they  discovered  it  was  in  danger. 

Order  reversed. 


RATt»n*i)  OomttMT  wnx  not  ms  Lubi;a  vob  Jxjimt  tq  Axikiu  ftnj- 
Ing  Dpon  iti  tnok,  whicli  injnry  U  not  tha  remit  of  groM  ne^igenM  «a  its 
part:  SL  Lama  eU.  S.  B.  Co.  v.  Linder,  89  Am.  Deo.  819;  Bonn*  r.  Salem 
a.  B.  Co.,WIi.  673.  Bnt  when  cattle  h&va  •tmyed  onto  ft  railrood  tr»ok, 
and  tbe  engiti»4river  mra  tbsm,  bat  does  not  atop  aer  eboken  epeed,  bat 
nuu  upon  aad  killi  tham,  thia  u  gnm  negligmo*^  for  vhiab  tiM  omnpftny  fa 
likbl*:  aieago  €k.  B.  B.  Oo.  v.  Bfellam,  U  Am.  Bep.  128. 


Hebbiok  v.  Mobbill. 

[IT  HlKtrnOTA,  SU.J 

toxAnm  m  Sumioira  ir  Civii.  Aoiiom  iratn  vor  ra  tir  EAspwKimfl 
clttMpWnMffarhuftttanMjr-  Aay  dgnfttuwt  whethir  wilMiwi.  printed, 
or  litkoffrKilied,  which  the  pertj  uniinfl  the  ennmcou  nuy  Adopt  m  hie 
owi^  wQl  b«  enAoient. 

JtmouL  SujX.  — IiAjme  Sold  ik  Euuutilui  ov  Statqtobt  Ftnnv  abi 
DmsiucD  viiH  Sumomr  OsBTAmrv,  It  eU  panoBB  invited  by  tha 
nottM  to  bMCHn*  Uddere  era  •nabled  to  identify  the  proper^,  and  know 
what  WM  being  eold. 

In.  —  BnsxNon  ot  Sxmssto  Facts  akc  CixctnuiARon  a  Asaamt- 
BLi  TO  iDXtnirr  Prmmisis  Sold,  or  to  kpply  the  d— ailpUon  thereto^ 
bat  B  &tall7  dabetlra  deeciiptioB  in  ft  nJo  on  execnlioB  oftnnot  be 
he^«d  oat  bj  eridenoe  ot  fftot*  tending  to  pro**  what  prnpertj  tiie 
oOmv  pnbaUr  intended  to  ftdnrtifts  and  aell. 

Cbvm  WILL  Taem  Jdsioul  Noncn  or  Pact  that  a  township,  wheHier 
need  in  tlie  aenee  ot  a  mnniapal  diviiian  of  ft  ooonty  or  of  a  tomulilp 
aMonHiig  to  govminwnt  •orroT,  hae  no  anbdiviaioua  known  aa  "  Ueoka. ' 
niat  term  fa  ap^ied  only  to  the  MtbdiriiiMia  of  a  platted  towi^  TflltjTt 
or^tj. 

Bdvard  Savage,  fer  the  appellant. 

Charia  D.  Kerr,  for  the  reBpondeat. 

UiTCHSLL,  J.  This  waB  au  action  to  determine  advene 
elaimf  to  real  eitate.  Both  partiea  claim  through  the  Little 
Tallfl  Maan&ctarlDg  Company  as  a  common  souroe  of  title. 
Plaintiff  olaima  title, — 1.  To  certain  tracts  under  an  execu- 
tion aale  made  July  28,  1869,  on  two  judgments  known  ae  the 
Herriok  jn^mente;  2.  To  other  tracta  under  an  execution 
■ale  made  April  26,  1871,  on  the  junior  Herrick  judgment, 
and  two  others  known  ae  the  Hidden  judgments;  3.  To 
atiU  other  tracts  under  an  execution  sale  made  June  11, 1874, 
on  the  junior  Herrick  judgment;  4.  To  still  further  tracts  on 
an  flzeontion  sale  made  June  25, 1875,  on  this  same  judgment. 
The  defendant  claims  title  under  a  deed  from  the  Little  Falls 
Uann&otnring  Company  to  Arthur  Eustis,  executed  July  11, 
1883,  and  certun  mesne  convt         is  from  £ostie  to  defend* 
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ant  The  ooart  below  found  agaiofit  plaintiff  npon  all  fear  of 
tbefie  ezecation  sales.  The  grounds  upon  which  the  court 
held  invalid  the  title  under  the  execution  sale  of  July,  1869, 
were:  1.  That  the  Herrick  judgments  (which  were  rendered 
on  default)  were  Toid,  because  the  summons  in  the  actions 
were  not  subscribed  by  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney;  2.  Thai 
the  certificate  of  sale  did  not  describe  the  real  estate  sold  with 
sufficient  certainty;  8.  That  the  certificate  of  sale  was  not 
executed  or  acknowledged  by  the  sheriff  of  Morrison  County. 
We  shall  consider  these  three  in  their  order. 

The  summons  in  the  two  Herrick  actions  had  the  printed 
but  not  the  written  names  of  the  plaintiff's  attomeyB  aflSxed, 
and  the  court  below,  for  that  reason,  held  the  judgmoita  Toid 
upon  the  supposed  authority  of  Ame9  ▼.  Schurmeierj  0  Minn. 
206  (221).  Even  if  the  decision  in  that  case  is  to  be  adhered 
to,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  judgments  are  void,  or  that  they 
can  be  thus  collaterally  attacked  by  the  parties  to  those 
actions  or  their  privies.  Being  domestic  judgments  of  a  court 
of  common-law  jurisdiction  from  which  an  appeal  would  lie, 
they  would  be  valid  as  between  the  parties  until  reversed,  not- 
withstanding this  defect  in  the  summons:  Freeman  on  Judg- 
ments, sec.  126;  Hendrieh  v.  Whittemwre,  105  Mass.  28.  The 
summons  would  at  most  be  merely  voidable,  and  the  defect 
could  only  be  taken  advantage  of  directly  in  the  actions  them- 
selves, and  could  not  be  made  the  ground  of  a  odUateKal  at- 
tack on  the  judgments  by  the  parties,  or  those  in  privity 
with  them.  We  have  no  hesitation,  however,  in  saying  that, 
in  our  opinion,  the  decision  in  Ames  v.  Schurmeierj  tuprci,  was 
erroneous,  and  should  not  be  followed.  In  fact,  it  was  long 
since  vitually  overruled  by  HotehkUa  v.  Cuttingf  14  Minn. 
587.  In  the  first  case  this  court  held  that  the  summona 
must  have  the  name  of  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney  attached 
in  his  own  proper  handwriting.  In  the  latter  case  it  was  held 
that  a  written  signature  purporting  to  be  that  of  the  plaintiff 
in  the  action,  but  made  by  his  agent  in  his  presence  and  by 
his  express  direction,  was  sufficient  This  does  away  with  the 
necessity  of  a  signature  in  the  proper  handwriting  of  the  party 
or  his  attorney,  and  it  logically  follows  that  there  need  be  no 
written  signature  at  all;  that  any  signature,  whether  written, 
printed,  or  lithographed,  which  the  party  issuing  the  summons 
may  adopt  as  his  own,  will  be  sufficient.  Any  of  these  will 
will  accomplish  the  desired  purpose,  and  give  the  d^endant 
all  the  necessary  information.    There  is  no  middle  ground. 
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The  statute  either  reqnireB  the  eignature  to  be  the  proper 
handwritmg  of  the  phdntiff  or  his  attorney,  or  it  may  be 
complied  with  by  attaching  any  of  the  other  forms  of  sabecrip- 
tioD  suggested.  The  decision  in  Ames  v.  Schurmeiery  supraf 
seems  to  have  been  made  upon  the  erroneous  presumption  that 
"subscribed"  meant  a  "written  signature,"  and  that  the  stat- 
ute defining  the  meaning  of  the  words  '^ written  signature '^ 
applied  to  the  construction  of  the  statute  requiring  the  sum- 
mons to  be  "subscribed":  Barnard  ▼.  Heydricl,  49  Barb.  62; 
Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  £om,  10  Abb.  Pr.  260,  note;  MsMchen  ▼. 
More,  54  Wis.  214. 

Tl]ds  brings  us  to  the  question  of  the  suffideney  of  the  de- 
Boription  of  the  property  in  the  certificate  of  sale.  The  prop- 
erty in  controversy  consisted  of  certain  lots  in  certain  blocks 
in  the  town  of  Little  Falls,  in  the  county  of  Morrison,  accord- 
ing to  a  map  or  plat  thereof  recorded  in  the  oflSce  of  the  regis- 
ter of  deeds.  The  notice  of  sale,  which  was  published  in  the 
Bank  Rapids  Sentinel,  described  the  property  levied  on  and 
to  be  sold  as  situated  in  Morrison  County,  and  as  being  cer- 
tain specified  lots  in  certain  designated  blocks  "in  the  town  of 
Little  Falls.''  There  would  seem  to  be  no  question  but  that 
this  descriptioii  was  sufilcient»  and  gave  ftdl  notice  to  all  par- 
ties of  what  property  was  to  be  sold.  The  certificate  of  sale, 
after  reciting  the  levy,  and  the  publication  of  notice  in  the 
Bank  Bapids  Sentinel,  described  tiie  property  sold  the  same  as 
the  notice  of  sale,  except  that  it  uses  the  word  "township'' 
instead  of  "town,"  describing  it  as  lots  and  blocks  "in  the 
township  of  Little  Falls."  The  whole  trouble,  if  any,  arises 
from  the  use  of  ihe  word  "township"  instead  of  "  town."  The 
word  "town"  often  means  "township,"  but  "township"  never 
means  "town"  in  the  sense  of  a  platted  village  or  town  site. 
But  it  clearly  appears  that  it  was  property  in  tiie  town  or  vil- 
lage of  Little  Falls  that  was  advertised  for  sale;  and  hence, 
as  already  remarked,  all  parties  had  notice  of  what  property 
was  to  be  sold.  The  court  will  take  judicial  notice  of  the  fact 
that  a  "township,"  whether  used  in  the  sense  of  a  municipal 
division  of  a  county  or  of  a  township  according  to  govern- 
ment survey,  has  no  subdivisions  known  as  blocks.  That 
term  is  applied  only  to  the  subdivisions  of  a  platted  town,  vil- 
lase.  or  dty.  In  view  of  these  facts,  we  think  it  apparent  that 
tr  rd  "township  "  is  a  mere  clerical  error,  being  inadver- 
t  used  for  the  word  "town."    If  the  word  "township"  be 

I  entirely  as  surplusage,  enough  remains  to  constitnte 
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a  good  desoiiption  of  the  property  as  being  in  the  town  or  Til- 
lage of  Little  FaUa.  The  difference  between  the  deeeriptka 
in  this  certificate  and  that  contained  in  the  certificate  con- 
aidered  in  Herriek  v.  Ammermanj  82  Minn.  644,  will  be  appa^ 
ent  on  inapection. 

We  do  not  fully  nnderetand  the  point  to  the  objection  that 
the  certificate  was  not  acknowledged  or  executed  by  the 
eheriff  of  Morrison  Connty.  It  was  ezecated  and  acknowl- 
edged by  the  deputy  sheriff  who  made  the  leyy  and  the  sala 
As  we  nnderetand  the  law,  the  officer  who  makes  the  oals  b 
the  proper  person  to  execute  the  certificate. 

The  court  found  as  a  fact  that  the  amount  realised  fkem 
this  sale  was  sufficient  to  fully  satisfy  both  of  the  HetiiA 
judgments.  Without  discussing  the  eridenoe,  it  Is  anlBciflBt 
to  say  that  we  think  it  justified  the  finding.  It  contains  fiwls 
and  figures  sufficient  to  enable  the  court  to  aniTeat  the  result 
by  a  mere  mathematical  calculation.  It  Ibllows  that  tbs 
power  to  sell  on  execution  under  either  of  theee  judgmenti 
was  ezbaustsd,  and  that  plaintiff  a^uired  no  title  under  eithtf 
the  sale  of  June  11, 187^  or  of  June  S6»  1875. 

Thia  leares  only  the  sale  of  April  26, 1871,  to  beconsidaed. 
This  was  made  on  three  executiona  issued  severally  on  the 
junior  Herriek  judgment  and  the  two  ffidden  judgments.  The 
objections  that  there  was  no  e^dence  that  the  Hidden  jq<^ 
ments  had  been  assigned  to  plaintiff,  and  that  the  propaty 
was  sold  at  one  sale  on  all  three  executions,  and  that  one  of 
the  judgments  was  docketed  for  too  large  an  amount,  require 
no  consideration,  except  to  say  that  they  fiunish  no  groond  for 
holding  the  title  acquired  at  the  sale  vdd.  The  ikct  that  ens 
of  the  executions  was  void  because  the  judgment  on  which  It 
was  issued  was  already  satisfied  would  not  render  the  sale 
Toid  if  the  other  executions  were  yalid:  Ovm  r.  fi!r^her,  8S 
Minn.  216. 

The  description  of  the  properly  purporting  to  have  been 
sold  is,  however,  fittally  defective.  This  was  the  certificate  of 
sale  considered  by  die  court  in  Herriek  r.  Ammermafij  svpro, 
when  we  held  the  description  as  to  one  tract  insufficient  The 
description  of  the  lots  now  in  controversy  is  the  same  as  the 
one  considered  in  that  case.  Counsel  for  appellant,  however, 
questions  the  correctness  of  what  was  there  said  as  to  a  dit- 
tinction  between  descriptions  in  conveyances  inter  partes,  and 
those  in  sales  made  in  the  executicm  of  a  statutory  power.  He 
also  claims  that  this  appeal  comes  up  on  a  diffnent  state  of 


I  prooTi.  In  what  wu  said  in  Herriek  t.  Ammtman,  npra,  we 
,  did  not  mean  to  intimate  that,  to  conetitTite  a  good  desciiptioa 
;  on  a  Bale  in  execution  of  a  etatatory  power,  it  must  be  such 
that  from  a  mere  inspection  of  it  the  court  would  know  what 
land  was  intended.  Nor  did  we  intend  to  be  understood  that 
parol  evideDce  of  extrinsic  facts  and  circumstances  was  not 
admissible  to  appl^  the  description,  or  identify  the  premiaes 
deaoribed.  All  that  was  intended  to  be  held  was,  that  the  land 
should  be  deacribed  with  saffioient  certainty  to  enable  all  par- 
ties to  identify  it,  and  know  what  was  being  sold;  that  in 
oases  of  the  ezeoation  of  a  statutory  power,  when  the  owner  of 
the  land  intends  nothing,  and  the  law  through  its  officers  acts 
in  hostility  to  him,  you  cannot  aid  or  help  out  an  inherently 
insufficient  description  by  extrinsio  evidence  tending  to  prove 
what  the  officer  probably  intended  to  sell.  In  these  sales  the 
policy  of  the  law  requires,  not  that  there  should  exist  the 
means  of  showing  at  some  future  time  what  is  otherwise  in- 
definite and  uncertain,  bnt  that,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  it 
should  be  within  the  power  of  idl  who  are  by  the  notloe  in- 
vited to  become  bidders  to  know  what  was  oflbred,  and  that  it 
should  not  be  left  to  be  surmised  or  guessed  at  some  future 
time  as  to  what  the  officer  intended  to  sell.  This  we  think  is 
in  accordaoce  with  reason  and  sound  policy,  as  well  as  sup- 
ported by  aathority:  Jaehaan  v.  Roaevelt,  18  Johns.  07;  Jackam 
Be  Laney,  13  Id.  636;  7  Am.  Deo.  403;  Child*  v.  BaOou,  6  B.  I. 
537,  646;  Afown  v.  White,  U  Barb.  178. 

In  the  present  case,  it  will  be  observed  that  the  defeat  in 
the  description  exists  in  the  notice  as  well  as  the  certificate 
of  sale.  The  only  important  evidence  in  this  case  not  in  the 
former  Is,  that  the  description,  as  &r  as  it  goes,  fits  this  prop- 
erty, and  fits  no  other  in  the  county  belonging  to  the  judgment 
debtor.  This  is  not  evidence  of  extrinsic  circumstances  to 
identify  the  premises  in  the  light  of  which  the  description  in 
itself  appears  certain  and  sufficient,  but  merely  <rf  faots  tend- 
ing to  prove  what  property  the  sheriff  probably  intended  to 
advertise  and  sell  under  the  imperfect  and  defective  descrip- 
tion. The  description  cannot  be  helped  out  in  this  way.  These 
facta  were  presumably  not  known  to  bidders  at  the  sale;  and 
even  if  they  were,  they  are  not  to  be  left  thus  to  an  unoertaia 
surmiae  as  to  what  is  being  sold.  We  still  think  the  descrip- 
tioQ  bad. 

The  plaintiff  also  claimed  some  tracts  under  tax  titles;  but 
aa  to  those  the  OOQ  low  made  no  findings.    The  proper 
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eoone  tot  plaintiff  to  have  pnmied  was  to  ha^e  requested 
the  court  to  amend  its  findings  in  that  regard.  The  plaintiff 
not  having  done  so,  the  sufficiency  of  the  alleged  tax  titles 
cannot  be  here  considered. 

The  same  remark  disposes  of  the  point  that  the  court  below 
failed  to  decide  certain  objections  made  on  the  trial  to  the  ad- 
mission of  evidence,  which  were  taken  under  advisement,  in- 
stead of  being  disposed  of  when  made.  The  plaintiff  should 
have  requested  the  court  to  state  in  the  "case"  how  theee  ob- 
jections were  disposed  o£ 

The  judgment  is  affirmed  in  all  things,  ezoept  in  oo  fiir  as 
it  adjudges  that  the  defendant  is  the  owner  €i  those  tracts  of 
land  and  lots  which  were  sold  to  plaintiff,  July  28, 1869,  on 
executions  on  the  Herrick  judgments,  and  the  plaintiff's 
claim  of  title  thereto  is  void,  which  part  of  the  judgment  iM 
hereby  reversed.  


Dwmmxmam  ov  Tmaranw  nr  Horn  ov  Jobsouk  £Uxa  Im  the  aofajwl 
of  a  note  to  Bqfktcm  t.  iiiirtoigf,  76  Am.  Deo.  70S. 

JvDiciAL  Nono%  AKD  Wbat  abb  Fion  vnai  See thteclMdid  a^te  to 
Lm^MT  T.  MuHer.  89  Am.  Deo.  SSMOS. 
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fW  MmnHovA,  aoQi] 

IwBOTuiros — Oowsrimcrioii  or  Pouor — Ivcbsasb  or  Bibb.  — A  pdujoC 
fixe  hMWiranoe  proyided  that  if  the  msnxed  ImildiBgi  liMNild  be  **altend| 
edded  to^  or  enlMged,"  doe  notue  mnii  be  given  and  eoneeat  iadoiaed 
on  tbe  policy.  A  by-Uv«  made  part  of  the  eontraol^  provided  tbsl 
whenever  a  building  ahonld  be  ''altered,  enlarged,  or  appropriated  te 
any  other  purposes  than  those  mentioned,  or  the  risk  be  otherwies 
inoreased,"  without  the  oonsent  of  the  insurer  first  obtsined,  the  polisy 
shoold  be  void.  Under  these  piovisiotts  in  the  polioy,  notioe  to  tiie 
insurer  and  oonsent  to  a  material  enlargement  of  the  building  are* 
required,  although  the  risk  be  not  in  hat  thereby  increased.  A  writtan 
permiasion  in  such  policy  "to  make  necessary  alterations  and  repairs* 
does  not  authorise  a  material  enlazgement  of  the  building  by  an  addition 
twelve  feet  wide  and  two  hundred  feet  long. 

Ia.»Whxlb  Wbittbv  Pbovibioh  or  OosrsLACt  shouu>  Pasvan.  over 
one  inoonsuitent  with  it»  and  which  is  part  of  a  printed  f omi»  adopted 
for  general  use,  yet  only  so  far  aa  it  is  apparent  that  the  partiee  intended 
to  modify  or  disregard  the  printed  stipulations  will  the  latter  give  W9j, 

Id. — PaBOL    EVIDENCB   that    ENLABGBlfBMT   09   BCTLDISQ    IbBUBBD    WIS 

C!oNTBMPLATBD  at  tho  time  the  insuranoewas  effiwted  is  inadaaisBUs 
to  vary  the  terms  of  the  written  eontraot  of  insBranoe  relative  te  the 
enlargement  of  insured  buildings. 


Zd.— CoMTXurr  n  to  bi  CoHmvun  ra  Liobt  or  CnanaiixoM  vron 
Whkib  It  was  Mad^  kiid  %  coDti«ot  tor  Inmnaoa,  to  run  for  a  period 
o(  yMTB,  made  upon  a,  building  and  machinary,  then  known  to  b«  in 
proeeu  of  conatmctioo,  ia  tpplioftble  to  tjie  proparty  whsn  oomplata  •■ 
ths  partin  had  contemplated.  A  deicriptioD  in  the  polioj  of  tlie  build- 
ing intnred  aa  a  "iaw-mill  building"  does  not  limit  Uie  ma  of  the 
property'  to  the  parpoMe  of  >  law-tnilL 

Action  upon  an  inEHirauce  policy,  the  iosured  property 
baving  been  destroyed  by  fire.  The  tnaterisl  facts  appear 
in  the  opinion.  The  verdict  waii  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
defendant  appealed  from  an  order  refdsing  a  new  trial. 

Benton  and  Boberta,  and  M,  B.  Koon,  for  the  appellant 

Torranee  and  Fletcher,  for  the  respondent 

DiCEiNSOM,  J.  Our  decision  of  this  appeal  will  be  based 
principally  upon  the  construction  given  to  the  contract  of  in- 
surance as  respects  the  enlargement  of  the  building  insured. 
One  of  the  printed  clauses  of  the  policy  is  as  follows: — 

^'Repairs  and  Addition*. — Such  ordinary  repairs  as  may 
be  necessary  to  keep  the  premises  in  good  conditioo  are  per- 
mitted by  this  policy;  but  if  the  buildings  hereby  insured  be 
altered,  added  to,  or  enlarged,  due  notice  must  be  given  and 
consent  indorsed  hereon." 

A  by-law  indorsed  upon  the  policy,  and  by  the  terms  of  the 
policy  made  a  part  of  the  contract,  contains  the  provision  that 
"whenever  a  building  insured  by  this  company,  or  containing 
the  property  insured,  shall  be  altered,  enlarged,  or  appropri- 
ated to  any  other  purposes  than  those  mentioned,  or  the  risk 
be  otherwise  increased,  ....  without  the  consent  of  the 
company  first  obtained  in  writing,  SQch  policy  shall  be  void." 

About  a  year  and  a  h&If  after  the  insurance,  the  building 
(which  was  until  then  about  fifty-three  feet  wide  and  two 
hundred  feet  long)  was  extended  on  one  side  so  as  to  make  it 
twelve  feet  wider  through  its  whole  length  of  two  hundred 
feet.  The  jury  found  specifically  that  this  enlargement  did 
DOt  increase  the  risk.  If  the  provision  first  above  recited  had 
stood  alone,  there  would  have  been  no  donbt  that  a  material 
enlargement  of  the  building,  without  the  consent  of  the  in- 
surer, would  have  constituted  a  violation  of  the  condition  of 
the  policy,  even  though  the  risk  might  not  have  been  iti  fact 
thereby  increased.  It  was  competent  for  the  nartles  by  their 
contract  to  thus  leave  it  in  the  power  of  the  )rs  to  deter- 

mine whether  in  their  judgment  the  risk  ^ 
and  whether  or  not  they  would  continue 
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Bitaatkm  or  condition  of  the  property  shonld  be  changed  by 
any  material  addition  or  enlargement.  The  contract  expli- 
citly reserving  this  right  to  the  insurers  to  exercise  their  own 
judgment  in  the  premises,  they  are  not  to  be  deprived  of  it^ 
and  held  bound,  notwithstanding  the  disregard  by  the  inaured 
of  the  conditions  of  the  contract,  merely  because  in  the  judg- 
ment of  a  jury  the  change  did  not  in  fact  increase  the  risk. 
The  only  doubt  as  to  the  construction  of  the  contract  giows 
out  of  the  provisions  in  the  by-law,  that  if  a  building  insuiBd 
shall  be  "altered,  enlaiged,  or  appropriated  to  any  other  pur* 
poses  than  those  mentioned,  or  the  risk  be  othenoise  inerecLsed^ 
etc.  But  in  view  of  the  distinct,  unqualified,  and  apparently 
complete  provision  first  recited,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
words  in  the  by-law,  and  which  we  have  put  in  Italics,  cannot 
be  construed  so  as  to  affect  the  plain  meaning  of  the  former 
provision.  The  two  provisions  are  consistent,  if  the  qualify- 
ing  effect  of  the  italicised  words  be  limited  to  the  immediately 
antecedent  clause,  "appropriated  to  any  other  purposes  than 
those  mentioned."  The  result  of  this  construction  is,  that  the 
policy  would  be  avoided  by  any  material  enlargement  or  alter* 
ation  of  the  building  without  tiie  consent  of  the  insurer,  or  by 
the  appropriation  of  the  building  to  other  purposes  than  those 
mentioned,  if  the  risk  should  be  thereby  increased,  or  if  the 
risk  be  increased  otherwise  than  by  appropriating  the  prop- 
erty to  other  uses  than  those  mentioned:  LyvMn  v.  8ua»  MhL 
Fire  Im.  Co.,  14  Allen,  829. 

That  the  enlargement  was  a  material  one,  such  as  would 
come  within  this  stipulation  of  the  contract,  we  do  not  doubt. 
Under  the  construction  which  we  have  put  upon  the  policy, 
the  fact  that  the  risk  was  not  increased,  as  the  jury  considered, 
does  not  do  away  with  the  invalidating  effect  of  the  disregard 
by  the  assured  of  this  condition.  There  was,  however,  writ- 
ten in  the  policy  a  permission  *'  to  make  necessary  alterations 
and  repairs,"  and  it  is  claimed  that  this  was  a  necessary 
alteration.  While  the  written  provision  of  a  contract  should 
prevail  over  one  which  is  inconsistent  with  it,  and  which  is 
part  of  a  printed  form,  adopted  for  general  use,  yet  only  so  far 
as  it  is  apparent  that  the  parties  intended  to  modify  or  disre- 
garded the  printed  stipulations  will  the  latter  give  way.  We 
are  unable  to  construe  this  writing  as  wholly  inconsistent  with, 
or  as  intended  to  wholly  do  away  with,  the  requirement  ex- 
pressed in  the  printed  condition,  that  if  the  building  be  "  al- 
tered, added  to,  or  enlarged,"  notice  must  be  given  and  consent 


ha  indonM.    It  u  operatiT«  to  qoaliiy  toe  proviBum  respecting 

■^  alteratioDB  merely,  witboat  oeceBHarily  affecting  that  respecting 

i-s]  additions  or  enla^ements.     Necessary  alterations  and  repaira 

fx  upon  the  ezistii^  atractoie,  whatever  such   "alterations" 

C,  might  properly  inclade,  were  authorized;  but  not  a  material 

,'-  enlaigement  of  the  whole  bnildiog,  snch  as  was  made  in  this 

^.  case. 

.„  There  was  evidence  directed  to  showing  that  this  enlarge- 

■i,  ment  was  contemplated  by  the  assured  when  the  contract  was 

r^  made,  and  that  the  agent  was  advised  of  this  at  the  time. 

'^  The  boilding  was  in  process  of  construction  when  the  insur- 

.„  ance  was  effected,  and  the  contract  of  insurance  should  be 

^'       .   deemed  applicable,  not  only  to  the  incomplete  Btructure,  bat 

. '  to  the  building  when  comj^eted.    Bat,  as  we  understand  the 

,.  evidence,  this  addition  can  hardly  be  deemed  to  have  been  a. 

completion  of  the  process  of  construction,  but  an  enlargement. 

'  of  an  already  complete  structure.    It  was  made  long  after  the- 

firiginal  structure  was  completed,  and  invcdved  the  tearing: 

■_  down  of  one  side  of  the  same  two  hundred  feet  in  length.    As 

'^l  we  understand  the  facta  sought  to  be  shown,  the  proof  was  in- 

^'  competent,  under  the  rule  which  forbids  oral  evidence  to  vary 

^  the  terms  of  a  written  contract. 

'^  For  the  reasons  above  expressed,  we  think  that  the  verdict 

^^  cannot  stand,  and  there  must  be  a  new  trial. 
\*  Some  other  questions  are  involved  in  the  appeal  which  it  is 

'  expedient  that  we  should  pass  upon,  as  they  may  be  expected 
to  arise  again  if  there  should  be  a  retrial  of  the  cause.    With- 

i'  out  referring  particularly  to  the  evidence  of  the  agency  of 

*'  Smith  and  Spencer,  we  will  say  that  the  evidence  is  deemed 

^'  to  have  been  enfficient  to  justify  the  conclueion  that,  for  the 

^  purpose  of  effecting  tbia  insurance,  those  persons  were  the 

:<*  .Agents  of  the  defendant. 

^  Because  parol  evidence  was  received,  and  the  question  left 

1^  to  the  jury  as  to  whether  the  use  to  which  the  building  was 

^  put  was  such  as  the  parties  had  contemplated,  the  defendant 

i'  contends  that  the  rule  was  violated  which  requires  that  the 

<  written  contract  only  shall  determine  the  intention  of  the  par- 

<  ties.  Attention  is  particularly  called  to  the  term  "  saw-mill 
r  building,"  by  which  the  building  insured  is  designated  in  the 
s  policy;  also  to  the  p'^^Bion  above  recited  from  the  by-law 
i  avoiding  the  policy  t  3  property  shall  be  "  appropriated  to 
0  any  other  purposes  [.hose  mentioned."  The  building  was 
:>  used  at  the  time  o  «  for  the  sawing  of  lumber  from  logs, 
If                   Am.  St.  B«r.,  Vol 
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and  alao  as  a  box  fiBtctory,  baying  in  it  pxqper  muchinery  te 
those  purposes,  and  some  dry-kilns  for  drying  lanaber  by 
steam.  The  principle  relied  upon  by  the  appellant  is  not 
applicable.  The  contract  is  to  be  construed  in  the  light  of  the 
circumstances  under  which  it  was  made.  The  iosoranoe  to 
run  five  years  was  effected  while  the  building  was  known  to 
be  in  the  process  of  construction  and  equipment  with  ma- 
chinery*  The  plaintiff  had  another  buildixig  near  this,  which 
was  callad  the  '^  factory  building."  The  policy  insured  the 
plaintiff  as  follows:  ''$2,083.33  on  their  brick  compoeition- 
roofed  saw-miU  building;  ....  $1,666.60  on  their  machinefy 
of  all  kinds,  both  fixed,  movable,  their  settings,  parts,  and  ap- 
plianoesy  circular,  edgings  and  butting  saws,  shafters,  gearing, 
beltingi  pulleys,  hangers,  tools,  fixtures,  millwright  work, 
boilers  and  engines,  steam,  gas,  and  water  pipes,  while  con- 
tained in  said  mill  building;  $1,041.27  on  lumber  contained 
in  said  mill-yard,  and  on  dock  attached  to  said  mill  premises; 
$280.80  on  lumber  in  process  contained  in  said  mill  building." 
In  the  light  of  the  circumetances  to  which  we  have  referred, 
which  were  known  to  the  plaintiff,  and  to  the  agent  at  least 
of  the  defendant,  it  is  difficult  to  read  the  policy  as  specify* 
ing  the  purposes  for  which  the  property  was  to  be  used.  The 
plainer  purpose  and  effect  of  the  term  ''saw-mill  building" 
was  to  describe  and  distinguish  the  property  insured,  not  to 
declare  the  purposes  for  which  only  the  mill  should  be  used: 
Everett  v.  Continental  Ins.  Co.^  21  Minn.  76.  This  term  of  de- 
scription occurs  only  in  that  part  of  the  policy  employed  to 
designate  the  property  insured,  and  the  amount  of  insurance 
upon  it.  It  is  used  in  the  application  only  in  the  same  con- 
nection. It  would  seem,  too,  from  the  policy  itself^  that  it  was 
contemplated  that  the  mill  would  be  used  for  other  purposes 
than  the  sawing  of  logs  into  lumber,  and  that  lumber  was  to 
be  then  subjected  to  some  other  process  of  manufacture;  for  a 

?iTt  of  the  insurance  was  specifically  on  "lumber  in  process." 
he  printed  clause  in  the  by-laws  was  therefore  inapplicable 
to  limit  the  use  of  the  property  to  the  purposes  of  a  saw-mill, 
for  the  reason  that  the  uses  to  which  it  was  or  was  to  be  ap- 
propriated were  not  "mentioned."  There  was  therefore  no 
error  in  this  particular  of  which  the  defendant  can  complain. 
It  follows,  too,  that  it  was  immaterial  whether  an  increased 
danger  arose  from  the  dry-kilns,  if  they  were  a  part  of  the 
original  construction  in  accordance  with  the  contemplation  of 
the  parties. 
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i  in  the  first  part  of  this  opinioii  the 
al  is  reversed. 


aCLOSl   AXArSBASION    OB   CBAMOa  IN    iNSCrBKD 

>lic7,  if  he  would  !»▼«  been  bound  to  diMloM 
ty  at  the  time  of  making  the  applioataon:  Oal* 
im.  Deo.  744. 

>>  Di  LlOBT  OV  SUBBOITinXDro  QPODlllTiWOMl 


AND  St.  Peter  R  R  Go. 

-virsfoiAt  n8*J 

icuoMT  TO  EicndOTiUBiiT.— fimpk^eo  of 

management  of  the  basineM  at  the  oom- 

?hing  and  making  np  of  tnuns,  and  who 

of  the  tracks  in  the  yard,  and  knew  thai 

edition  nnaafe  and  dangerons  to  person! 

have  taken  upon  himeelf  the  risks  inoi- 

',  from  which  he  was  not  rdieved  by  • 

foreman  to  improve  the  track  at  that 

Uy  afternoon."    The  company  was  not 

was  no  reasonable  connection  between 

in  the 


3m  an  order  grantiog  a  new 
dismissed  when  the  plaintiff 

ellant. 
mauj  for  the  respondent. 

%  widow  of  James  Wilson, 

is  estate,  brings  this  action 

alting  in  his  death,  and  al- 

egligence  of  the  defendant. 

*akato,  it  b  alleged  that  a 

'irack  with  a  Bwitch*track 

Bd  condition,  and  that  the 

.  at  that  point,  in  that  an 

•  that  the  deceased,  while 

any,  accidentally  caught 

run  over  and  killed  by 

the  main  line  of  the 

3S  long,  and  it  appears 
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that  the  deceased  was  conductor  on  this  short  line,  and  had 
the  management  of  the  business  at  the  yard,  including  the 
switching  and  making  up  of  trains.  He  had  been  so  engaged 
for  about  three  years,  and  was  familiar  with  the  character 
and  situation  of  the  tracks  in  the  yard,  including  the  frog  and 
track  in  question. 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  track  at  this  point  was  con* 
structed  in  the  same  manner,  and  left  in  the  same  condition, 
as  at  other  frogs  in  the  yard.  It  was  put  in  and  con- 
structed in  September,  1880,  and  the  accident  occurred  on  the 
22d  of  June,  1881;  and  it  appears  that  the  deceased  knew  the 
risks  and  dangers  connected  with  the  use  of  the  track  at  this 
point  to  persons  engaged  in  switching  while  ooupling  and  un- 
coupling cars.  The  deceased,  at  the  time  he  was  injured,  was 
attempting  to  uncouple  cars  while  in  motion.  He  was,  at  the 
same  time,  giving  directions  or  signals  to  Ihe  engineer,  who, 
with  the  brakeman  then  stationed  on  the  cars  sought  to  be 
separated,  was  subject  to  his  control,  and  while  he  was  so  oc- 
cupied and  walking  between  the  rails  the  accident  occnrred. 
It  appears,  we  think,  that  the  cars  could  have  been  safely  un- 
coupled by  causing  the  brakeman  to  bring  the  rear  cars  to  a 
stop,  and  thus  save  the  risk. 

1.  Conceding  that  the  questions  of  the  n^ligenoe  of  the  com- 
pany in  constructing  the  track,  and  of  the  contributory  neg- 
ligence of  the  deceased  in  attempting  to  uncouple  cars  while  in 
motion,  and  occupied  in  giving  directions  to  his  subordinates, 
were  for  the  jury,  still  we  think  there  is  no  doubt  that  it  must 
be  held  that  he  took  upon  himself  the  risks  incident  to  the 
situation  of  the  track,  upon  the  undisputed  fiicts  of  the  caae, 
unless  it  is  made  to  appear  that  he  was  relieved  therefirom  by 
the  acts  or  promises  of  the  company:  Andenon  v.  Marr%$onj  22 
Minn.  274;  Hughes  v.  Winona  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  27  Id.  187;  Craver 
V.  ChrUAian,  86  Id.  418;  ShsrfMn  v.  Chicago  etc.  Ry  Co.,  34 
Id.  259;  SvUivan  v.  India  Mfg.  Co.,  113  Mass.  896. 

2.  It  is,  however,  claimed  that,  before  the  accident,  he  noti- 
fied the  section  foreman,  who  had  charge  of  the  repairs  of  the 
track  upon  that  part  of  the  road,  of  the  defect  in  the  track  or 
road-bed  at  this  particular  place,  and  that  the  latter  promised 
to  remedy  it,  and  that,  in  continuing  in  defendant's  employ 
thereafter,  he  must  be  deemed  to  have  relied  upon  the  promise, 
and  to  be  relieved  of  any  responsibility  arising  from  such 
risks.  The  determination  of  this  question  must  rest  entirely 
upon  the  construction  to  be  given  to  the  evidence  of  the  wit- 
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ness  Madden,  the  eection  foreman  referred  to,  who  was  the 
only  witness  who  testified  on  the  subject  It  appears  from  his 
evidence  that  he  was  subordinate  to  the  road-master,  and  sub- 
ject to  the  orders  of  the  latter,  and  that  his  regular  and  ordi- 
nary work  was  to  see  that  the  track  was  kept  in  repair  or 
''good  shape,  and  safe  for  trains  to  pass  over."  He  had  noth- 
ing to  do  with  new  work  or  changes  in  the  construction  of 
work  already  completed,  except  as  ordered  by  his  superior. 
The  frog  and  side-track  were  constructed  by  him  under  the 
orders  of  the  road-master,  leaving  a  space  of  from  one  to  two 
inches  under  the  rail  for  the  water  to  escape.  No  changes 
were  made  in  it  until  the  accident  happened.  The  work  was 
done  in  the  usual  way,  and  he  received  no  instructions  to 
modify  it.  The  evidence  shows  that,  if  the  earth  had  washed 
out,  it  would  have  been  his  duty  to  have  restored  it  to  its  nor- 
mal condition  by  repairs.  It  is  not  shown,  however,  that  it 
was  within  the  scope  of  his  duty  to  fill  or  ''plug"  the  space  in 
question,  as  the  deceased  desired,  without  orders,  nor  was  his 
promise  in  itself  suflScient  to  bind  the  company. 

Madden  was  not  subject  to  the  orders  of  the  deceased.  The 
first  time  the  latter  spoke  to  him  about  it  was  more  than  a 
month  before  the  accident,  when  Madden's  reply  was:  "  I  told 
him  I  had  no  orders."  "He  spoke  to  me  to  plug  it.  I  told 
him  I  had  no  orders  to  fill  it,  and  I  could  not  do  it  without 
orders."  And  about  two  weeks  before  the  injury,  he  says  de- 
ceased again  addressed  him  on  the  subject.  ''  He  said  that 
was  where  he  done  all  his  switching.  It  was  not  very  nice. 
It  was  not  very  safe,  and  he  would  like  to  have  the  rails  filled 
in  between."  ''I  told  him  that  if  I  got  time  I  would  fix  it 
some  Saturday  in  the  afternoon.  This  is  the  answer  I  made 
him."  There  is  no  other  evidence  on  the  subject.  We  think 
it  presented  no  question  for  the  jury.  The  deceased  had  had 
long  experience  in  the  railroad  service  in  various  capacities. 
He  was  clearly  aware  of  the  dangerous  nature  of  this  frog  to 
those  engaged  in  switching.  The  promise  was  made  by  a 
subordinate  subject  to  the  orders  of  a  superior,  as  he  was  dis- 
tinctly informed,  and  indefinite  and  contingent  in  its  charac- 
ter. He  was  not  warranted  in  relying  upon  it,  particularly  as 
he  had  control  of  the  movements  of  the  cars,  and  by  the  aid 
of  the  brakeman,  could  have  accomplished  the  desired  result 
without  risk:  MarqtLette  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Spear j  44  Mich.  169; 
88  '  Rep.  242.  We  fail  to  see  any  reasonable  connection 
be^  the  promise  of  Madden  and  Wilson's  continuance  in 
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the  buaaefls:  Sweney  t.  BerUn  etc  Co.^  101  N.  Y.  820^  S25;  54 
Am.  Rep.  722. 

As  there  is  no  conflict  in  the  evidence  opon  any  material 
point  in  the  caee,  and  its  interpretation  is  not  doubtfol,  a  dis- 
missal in  the  nature  of  a  nonsuit  was  proper. 

Order  reversed. 


Sbbtakt  Assomb  QRDnABT  Bdks  IvomnT  io 
LtmU  T.  B^eii^  2  Am.  St  Rep.  038;  and  aee  WmoUOa  t.  DubOk  Lmmher  O9., 
aafe,  n.  882. 

Miksm's  Pbomihb  to  Bbpaxe  Dobct,  to  JuiiiFr  Sibvaiit^s  Oommv- 
AMOK  m  employiiinti  most  be  definite^  and  to  bo  enrd 
abU  tiaMs  8aa  IndimapoUi  cte.  JTy  Cb.  t.  WatMrn,  anft^  p.  07% 


Statb  t;.  Bbohdsl. 

\jtf  KxioraioTA,  8n.J 

JvBSOASA.  — Ibaana  Abjubsqatiox  ox  Qumaoir  ov  RioKr  10  Ci»- 
SODT  ov  Ihiaht  CaxLD,  brought  up  on  kcibaaB  eorpmi,  maj  be  pleaded 
as  ret  Jwdteaki,  and  u  oondniiye  upon  the  lai&o  pariiet,  upon  the  aame 
■taie  of  faoti.  Such  a  eaae  la  feaSy  one  ol  pri^ta  ptrtiea  cowteeting 
priTata  ri^ti,  uadtr  tbs  ten  ef  piiwieadingi  oa  Aofieot  earplug  and  ia 
dJatJugaiabaMe  from  one  in  which  Iba  writ  ia  saad  oat  oa  behalf  «f  a 
pacaon  mnlanrfaUy  laatiaincd  ef  bia  liberlj. 

Habeas  cobfOs  to  ohtiiUEi  thi  enstocty  of  an  infant  The 
return  to  the  writ  set  tat  fenner  proceedings  by  habea$  corpuMf 
instituted  by  the  relator  ik  this  suit,  in  which  were  sou^^t  to 
be  determined  the  questkni  here  raised. 

Henry  J.  Qjertsen  dUd  A.  l^nfordj  fot  the  relators. 

JZ.  A.  and  F.  C.  Irwin,  and  S,  J.  Peck^  for  the  respondenta. 

MiTCHiBLL,  J.  In  In  re  SnMy  61  Minn.  110,  this  court  held 
that  a  decision^  under  one  writ  of  habeas  eotpuSy  Refusing  to 
discharge  a  prisoned,  is  not  a  bat  to  the  issuing  of  another 
writ,  based  upon  the  aame  state  of  facte,  nor  to  a  hearing  and 
discharge  thereon.  While  there  is  room  for  a  difference  of 
opinion,  and  in  fact  a  conflict  of  decisions,  upon  this  ques- 
tion, yet,  in  view  of  the  origin,  history,  and  purposes  of  this 
writ  as  a  ''  writ  of  liberty,"  we  adopted  this  rule  in  this  class 
of  cases  in  which  the  liberty  of  the  citizen  is  the  question 
directly  involved.  But  such  cases  are  clearly  distinguishable, 
we  think,  both  upon  principle  and  authority,  from  thoee  in 
which  the  writ  is  sued  out  merely  for  the  purpose  of  deter^ 


mining  which  <tf  two  parties  ia  entitled  to  the  costody  of  an 
infant  child.  In  the  latter,  the  question  is  not  really  whether 
the  infant  ia  restrained  of  ita  liberty,  but  who  is  entitled  to 
Its  custody?  It  is  tme  that  the  charge  is,  that  the  child  is 
unlawfully  restrained,  etc.;  but  the  gist  of  this  charge  is  not 
that  the  child  is  unlawfully  deprived  of  its  liberty,  hut  that 
such  restraint  is  in  prejudice  of  the  right  of  the  relators  to 
its  custody.  The  case  is  really  one  of  private  parties  con- 
testing private  rights,  under  the  form  of  proceedings  on 
habeaa  corpiu. 

In  our  judgment,  in  such  cases,  both  principlo  and  coneid- 
erations  of  public  policy  require  the  applicaUon  of  the  doc- 
trine of  estoppel  to  judicial  proceedings.  We  therefore  hold 
that  a  former  a4Judication  on  the  question  of  the  right  to  the 
custody  of  an  in&nt  child,  brought  up  on  habeai  etnjtut,  may 
be  pleaded  m  n»  jwUcata,  uA  is  conclneive  upcn  tbe  same 
parties,  upon  the  same  state  of  facts:  Jferenn  ▼.  Peofie,  25 
Wend.  64;  35  Am.  Dec.  653;  Peo^U  v.  Brady,  56  N.  Y.  182; 
Freeman  on  Judgments,  sec.  824;  Church  on  Habeas  Corpus, 
sec.  887.  In  this  case,  the  former  adjudication  pleaded  in  the 
return  to  the  writ  !s  admitted  in  tiie  aoBwer;  and  no  new 
facta  an  alleged  as  having  since  occurred  which  alter  in  any 
material  respect  tho  rights  of  either  party  to  the  Custody  of 
the  child.  Th«  parties  are,  in  effect,  the  same;  for  although 
the  alleged  mother  of  the  child  was  the  sole  relator  in  the 
former  proceedings,  while  her  husband  (who  is  not  the  fother 
of  the  child)  now  jcnns  with  her  as  relator,  yet  he  can  have 
no  rights  in  the  matter  independently  of  his  wife.  If  he  has 
any  rights,  they  must  be  wholly  derived  from  and  dependent 
upon  those  of  his  wife. 

The  motion  of  the  respondent  to  discharge  the  writ  is  there- 
fore granted.  

WnR  JriMnfirc  iut  bi  Pluxod  as  Bn  katwauau  8m  Mm  «t- 
tnd*diu>tata£MV.£«i,SeAiiLDM77S-7SS;  H<»rmMt.Awl)tBrrfPmb- 
he  Ateomt*,  ante,  p.  COS. 

Ordkb  Awasmho  CiTBtoDr  or  Ckili>  on  HAxau  Cottrvt,  hovfu  ocn- 
tid«i«d  Tt*  atfjudiaata.-  Sm  not«  to  Blale  t.  BmUh,  20  Am.  Dm.  3S& 

Habxu  Oobfub  bt  Pabbmt  to  OFiAra  Cuvtcidt  or  CBiU):  Bm  tb*  not* 
tofmbr.  £«fM,  2  Am.  St.  R«p.  lfi»-18T. 
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Franklin  v.  Winona  and  St.  Petbb  R  R.  Co. 

ra7  MlXHBSOTA,  4oa.j 

Baxlbqad  Cokpavibs.— It  is  Ddtt  of  Railboad  Gompant  to  Gotkr 
BKXIKII8  AKD  CoLTSBTS  on  the  line  of  its  road  within  its  yards,  and 
within  *  reasonable  distance  of  switches,  wherever,  in  the  proper  per- 
formance of  their  duties,  it  would  naturally  and  reasonably  be  antid- 
patod  that  brakemen  wonld  be  apt  to  go  in  making  coaplings. 

Mabtkk  aiii>  Sbktakt.  —  If  Neoligznck  of  Master  CoKBivBa  with 
NiOLiOBHCB  OF  FcLLOW-sSBTAST,  and  the  two  contribnte  to  the  injury 
of  another  serrant^  himself  free  from  negligence,  the  master  is  liable. 

QunnoM  iob  Jubt.  —  Whether,  nnder  the  facts  of  the  pafticnlar  oaae,  it 
was  the  daty  of  the  railroad  company,  in  the  ezerase  of  orduMxy  care, 
to  ooKtr  a  certain  eolTert^  was  a  question  properly  submitted  to  the 
Jury. 

Afpbal  by  the  defendant  from  an  order  denying  a  new 
trial.    The  facte  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Oardon  B.  Ccle^  for  the  appellant. 

Otorge  B.  EdgerUm^  and  Kellogg  and  Eaton^  for  the  respond- 
ent. 

MiTCHELLy  J.  The  negligence  charged  against  the  defend- 
ant was  leaving  open  and  uncovered  the  spaces  between  the 
ties  oyer  a  culvert,  into  which  deceased,  a  brakeman  on  de 
fendant's  road,  fell  while  making  a  coupling,  and  received 
injuries  of  which  he  died.  The  errors  assigned  and  urged 
upon  the  argument  may  all  1)e  summed  up  in  one,  vis.,  I^t 
the  evidence  does  not  sustain  the  verdict,  for  the  reasons, — 
1.  That  no  negligence  on  part  of  defendant  was  proved;  2. 
That  it  appears  that  the  negligence  of  the  deceased  contributed 
to  the  injury  complained  of;  but  if  not,  3.  That  it  was  caused 
by  the  negligence  of  his  fellow-servants  who  were  engaged 
with  him  in  operating  the  train. 

The  whole  case,  in  our  opinion,  turns  upon  the  first  of  these 
three  propositions,  which  is  the  only  one  about  which  we  have 
had  any  doubt  It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  from  the 
station  of  St.  Charles  eastward,  on  defendant's  road,  there  is 
a  steep  up-grade,  over  which  it  is  often  difiScult  or  impossible 
to  draw  heavy  freight  trains  without  dividing  them,  or  what 
is  called  ^*doubling-up."  From  the  top  of  this  up-grade  there 
is,  going  east,  a  sharp  down-grade  of  about  sixty  feet  to  the 
mile  for  a  considerable  distance.  To  get  freight  trains  going 
east  from  St.  Charles  over  this  up-grade  by  this  "doubling- 
up"  process,  a  spur  siding  was  put  in,  the  easterly  end  of  whieh 
connected  with  the  main  track  a  short  distance  east  of  the  top 
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of  the  hill.  This  point  of  junction  was  of  oonrse  on  the  down- 
grade of  the  main  track  already  referred  to.  The  manner  in 
which  this  *'doubling-up"  had  been  uniformly  done  was  to 
divide  the  train  at  St.  Charles,  and  take  the  front  part  up  over 
the  hill  and  back  it  on  to  the  spur  siding,  leave  it  there,  and 
return  with  the  engine  to  St.  Charles,  and  bring  up  the  rear 
part  of  the  train  over  the  hill  until  within  a  short  distance  of 
the  east  end  of  the  spur,  and  leave  it  standing  there  in  charge 
of  the  rear  brakeman,  while  the  engine  would  cut  loose,  run 
ahead  and  back  in  on  the  spur,  and  bring  out  the  front  part 
of  the  train  upon  the  main  track,  when  the  rear  part  would 
be  let  down  to  it,  and  the  coupling  made  by  the  head  brake- 
man,  who  leaves  his  station  and  descends  to  the  ground  for 
that  purpose.  The  evidence  also  shows  that  when  in  these 
operations  the  front  part  of  the  train  is  pulled  out  from  the 
^pur  on  to  the  main  track,  it  ''usually"  runs  down,  before 
coming  to  a  stop,  so  that  the  hind  end  of  it  would  be  from  two 
to  six  car-lengths  (a  car-length  is  about  thirty-two  feet)  from 
the  east  end  of  the  spur,  and  is  liable  sometimes  to  go  still 
fSarther,  depending  on  the  condition  of  the  rails  and  brakes, 
as  the  brakes  may  not  hold  the  cars  well,  and  they  may  get 
a  ''big  start"  on  this  down-grade.  There  is  no  direct  evi- 
dence tending  to  show  whether  or  not  it  is  necessary  or  good 
management  to  let  the  front  part  of  the  train  down  so  far 
from  the  switch  before  bringing  it  to  a  stop.  The  evidence 
also  tends  to  show  that  when  the  rear  part  is  letdown  upon  the 
front  part,  it  usually  shoves  the  latter  forward  "one  or  more 
caivlengths."  It  also  appears  that  it  is  not  infrequent  for  the 
brakeman  to  fail  to  make  the  coupling  on  the  first  attempt,  in 
which  case  it  is  necessary  for  the  engineer  to  "slack  ahead," 
and  for  the  rear  brakeman  again  to  let  down  the  rear  part  of 
the  train,  when  the  head  brakeman  would  again  attempt  to 
make  the  coupling.  The  evidence  shows  that  this  mode  of 
making  a  coupling  is  hazardous,  and  that  it  would  be  much 
aafer  to  make  it  by  backing  the  front  part  of  the  train  to  the 
rear  part;  but  that  with  heavy  trains  it  was  often  difficult 
and  even  impossible  to  back  up  so  steep  a  grade,  and  that  the 
oouplings  had  always  been  made  at  this  place  in  the  way  first 
described,  and  that  the  company  had  never  issued  any  rules 
upon  the  subject. 

About  305  feet  east  of  the  east  end  of  the  spur-track  was 
the  uncovered  or  open  culvert  already  referred  to.  Two  of  the 
freight         iuctors  of  defendant  testified  tha^  there  is  no 
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occariofi  or  necessity  for  getting  down  as  far  as  the  culvert  in 
coupling  the  train  after  doubling  the  hill.  This  is  not  contra- 
dicted bj  anj  direct  or  positive  evidence,  but  the  witnesses 
gave  no  reason  for  their  opinion,  except  the  fact  that  tbej 
had  doubled  the  hill  a  great  manj  times,  and  never  got  down 
as  far  as  the  culvert,  except  on  one  occasion,  when  both 
brakemen  got  off  the  train  -without  the  knowledge  of  the  con- 
ductor, and  it  ^'got  away  from  them." 

On  the  occasion  when  the  deceased  was  killed,  he  was 
employed  as  head  brakeman  upon  a  freight  train  which 
was  being  doubled  over  this  hill  in  the  manner  already 
described.  The  rear  part  had  been  left  standing  on  the  main 
track,  with  its  front  end  within  sixty  feet  of  the  west  end  of 
the  spur,  and  then  the  front  part  brought  out  ftom  the  spur 
onto  the  main  track,  and  stopped  with  the  mat  end  about  two 
car^lengths  below  the  switch,  when  the  tear  part  of  the  train 
was  let  down  slowly  to  it,  the  deceased  being  on  the  ground 
for  the  purpose  ot  making  the  coupling.  Th4  front  part  of 
the  train  was  held  merely  by  the  steam  in  the  engine,  and 
there  is  no  direct  evidence  as  to  whether  this  was  at  waa  not 
proper  railroading.  When  the  two  parts  of  the  train  came 
together,  the  deceased  attempted  to  make  the  oOuidiag,  but 
failed.  The  shock  brought  the  hind  end  of  the  front  t)aft  of 
the  train  within  abottt  two  oi"  three  car-lenglhs  of  the  MdverU 
The  deceased  then  signaled  the  engineer  to  slack  afaead« 
which  was  done;  and  when  the  rear  part  was  agahi  let  down, 
he  stepped  up  and  made  the  coupling,  and  while  doing  so  took 
a  step  or  two  forward,  and  fell  into  the  open  culvert,  Was  run 
over  by  the  cars,  and  received  the  injuries  of  which  he  died. 

The  question  is,  whether  reasonable  care  and  prodenfoe  re- 
quired the  defendant  to  cover  this  culveft.  In  deterimning 
the  question,  we  must  assume  as  true  every  fact  favoiuble  to 
the  plaintiff  which  the  jury  might  fairly  have  fomid  from  the 
evidence;  and  if  from  these  facts  different  tnilids  might  rea- 
sonably draw  different  conclusions  as  to  defendant's  negli- 
gence, that  question  would  be  one  for  the  jttfy,  and  this  coort 
would  not  say  that  their  verdict  was  not  sustained  by  the 
evidence. 

The  general  rule  governing  the  duty  of  the  defendant  in  the 
premises  cannot  perhaps  be  better  stated  than  by  adopting 
the  language  of  one  of  the  witnesses,  viz.:  '^To  cover  bridges 
and  culverts  on  the  line  of  their  road  within  the  yards,  and 
within  a  reasonable  distance  of  switches,  wherever  brakemen 
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wonld  be  apt  to  go  iu  Bwitching  and  coupling  oars."  Tbia 
is  custom  as  well  as  dutj,  for  the  reason  that  an  uncovered 
culvert  would  be  a  sure  death-trap  to  brakemen  while  engaged 
in  such  work.  By  reason  of  some  unforeseen  accident  or 
extraordinary  occurrence,  a  coupling  might  in  some  instances 
have  to  be  made  at  any  place  on  the  line  of  the  road  far  dis- 
tant from  any  yard  or  switch.  But  the  company  is  not  bound 
to  anticipate  any  such  unusual  occurrence.  Neither  is  it 
bound  to  take  steps  to  guard  its  employees  against  the  con- 
sequence of  their  own  negligence.  But  wherever  in  the  proper 
performance  of  their  duties  it  would  naturally  and  reasonably 
be  anticipated  that  they  Wonld  be  apt  to  have  to  make  these 
c6upllngS|  it  is  the  duty  of  the  eompany  to  cover  its  culverts 
BAd  bridges. 

The  defendant  (intends  that  this  mode  of  making  couplings 
by  letting  the  rear  part  of  a  trttin  dotm  upon  the  front  part  is 
dangerous,  impiH^per,  and  negligent^  and  that  they  should 
hilve  bc^n  rMd%  by  bttckiflg  tbe  front  part  up  to  the  rear  por- 
tion, and  that  the  company  was  Hot  bound  to  anticipate  that 
the  train^men  would  aA^pt  so  dangerous  and  negl^nt  a  prac- 
tice.   It  is  tme  that  the  evMeflee  does  show  that  this  mode  of 
makii^g  a  MQpIing  id  Attanded  with  great  dsAfbt,  and  that 
this  particular  tMin,  not  bikig  a  veory  heavy  one^  could  have 
been  coupled  In  tlie  method  suggested.    But  Inasmuch  as  in 
case  of  maiiy  trains  this  eould  not  be  done,  the  defendant,  by 
placing  this  spur  at  this  place  for  the  purpose  stated,  must  be 
deemed  to  have  not  only  authorised,  but  impliedly  ordered^ 
couplings  to  be  made  in  tbe  limy  Ufiivwsally  practiced,  and 
Ibtrefore  bomid  to  adopt  proper  safeguards  for  its  employees 
with  reforence  to  such  practice.    If  we  were  to  indulge  in 
surmises  outside  tbe  evidence,  we  might  conjecture  that  it 
might  be  bad  rsih-oading  on  tb6  pftrt  of  the  train-tnen  to  per* 
mit  the  front  i>art  of  a  train,  when  brought  out  from  the  spur^ 
to  run  six  or  more  car^lengths  from  the  switch  before  bringing 
it  to  a  stop)  or  to  leave  it  without  brakes,  to  be  held  merely  by 
the  steam  iii  the  engine,  so  that  the  concussion  with  the  rear 
portion  of  the  train  would  shove  it  several  car4engths  farther 
forward.    But  the  evidence  is,  that  this  usually  occurred,  and 
there  is  at  least  no  direct  or  positive  evidence  that  this  was  the 
result  of  bad  management. 

Taking  into  consideration  these  facts,  and  keeping  also  in 
Ittind  the  total  distance  from  the  switch  to  the  culvert,  that 
this  was  a  steep  down-grade,  and  that  in  handling  freight 
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trainSy  which  are,  as  compared  with  passenger  trains,  he$,yj 
and  somewhat  unwieldy,  being  controlled  by  hand-brakes, 
train-men  cannot  be  expected  to  calculate  distances  very  accu- 
rately in  moving  them;  and  the  further  fact  that  frequently  a 
brakeman  would  fail  to  make  the  coupling  on  the  first  attempt, 
when  a  second  one  would  have  to  be  made  still  farther  down, 
— we  think  that  the  evidence  in  this  case  presented  such  a 
variety  of  somewhat  peculiar  circumstances  that  the  jury 
might  fairly  find  that  it  should  have  been  reasonably  antid- 
pa  ted  that  couplings  would  be  liable  to  be  made  as  &r  down 
as  this  culvert,  and  therefore  that  the  railway  company,  in  the 
exercise  of  ordinary  care  to  protect  its  brakemen  from  danger, 
should  have  covered  it.  This  view  of  the  evidence  is  strength- 
ened by  the  demonstrated  fact  that  in  this  case  the  coupling 
was  made  at  or  near  the  culvert  without  the  intervention  of 
any  unusual  or  extraordinary  cause.  We  are  therefore  of 
opinion  that  the  question  of  defendant's  negligence  was  a  qnee- 
tion  for  the  jury,  and  that  we  cannot  say  that  their  verdict  ii 
not  supported  by  the  evidence. 

The  defendant,  however,  contends  that  the  evidence  conclu- 
sively shows  that  deceased's  own  negligence  contributed  to  the 
injury.  Aside  from  the  mode  of  making  the  coupling  (which 
we  have  already  disposed  of),  this  contention  is  based  solely 
upon  the  hjrpothesis  that  deceased  either  knew,  or  in  the  ex- 
ercise of  ordinary  care  ought  to  have  known,  of  the 'existence 
and  location  of  the  culvert.  There  is  ample  evidence  to  show 
that  he  did  not  in  fact  know  of  it,  and  whether  he  onght  to 
have  known  of  it  was,  under  the  evidenoe,  a  question  for  the 
jury.  He  had  been  on  the  road  only  about  a  month.  UnksB 
something  special  had  occurred  to  call  his  attention  to  it,  he 
would  not  necessarily  have  occasion  or  opportunity  to  observe 
the  culvert  while  merely  passing  over  the  road  on  his  train. 
The  evidence  shows  that  sometimes  a  conductor  would  not 
have  occasion  for  a  month  at  a  time  to  double  up  his  train 
over  this  grade.  There  is  no  evidence  that  the  train  on  which 
deceased  was  was  ever  doubled  up  there,  except  what  is  io^ 
plied  in  the  somewhat  vague  and  indefinite  testimony  of  the 
conductor  Aldrich.  And  even  if  it  had,  deceased's  attentioa 
might  not  have  been  called  to  the  culvert,  unless  he  had  occa- 
sion to  go  down  to  it  in  making  a  coupling.  The  fiaot  that  he 
did  not  observe  it  or  look  out  for  it  on  the  occasion  on  which 
he  was  killed,  when  his  attention  was  necessarily  intent^ 
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occupied  in  making  the  coupling,  was  certainly  no  conolunve 

evidence  of  negligence. 

The  further  contention  is  made,  that  even  if  deceased  was 
not  chargeable  with  negligence,  yet  it  conclusively  appears 
that  the  conductor  and  engineer  of  the  train  well  knew  of  the 
location  of  the  culvert,  and  therefore  their  attempt  to  have 
the  coupling  made  at  that  place  was  gross  negligence,  and 
this  being  the  negligence  of  the  fellow-servants  of  deceased, 
defendant  is  not  liable.  A  sufiScient  answer  to  this  is,  that 
conceding  that  the  negligence  of  the  other  train-men  in  this 
respect  contributed  to  the  injury,  yet  if  the  defendant  was 
negligent  in  not  covering  this  culvert  (of  which  fact  the  ver- 
dict is  conclusive),  and  this  negligence  proximately  contrib- 
uted to  the  injury,  the  defendant  is  liable.  It  is  well  settled 
that  if  the  negligence  of  the  master  combines  with  the  negli- 
gence of  a  fellow-servant,  and  the  two  contribute  to  the  injury 
of  another  servant,  himself  free  from  negligence,  the  master 
is  liable:  Cayier  v.  Taylor,  10  Gray,  274;  69  Am.  Dec.  817; 
Booth  V.  Boston  and  Albany  R.  R  Co.,  73  N.  Y.  88;  29  Am. 
Bep.  97;  PaulnUer  v.  Erie  R.  R.  Co.,  34  N.  J.  L.  161;  CmUh- 
field  v.  Richmond  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  76  N.  G.  82a 

Order  affirmed.  

11&8IXK  n  Bound  to  Fubitibb  Ssbvaxt  wuh  Rbabokablt  Sin  Placb 
DT  Which  to  Wobk:  Lewiar.  Se^fert,  2  Am.  St  Rep.  681,  and  note;  Smiih 
▼.  Pemnsular  Car  Wcrh$,  1  Id.  542. 

Iv  NxouosNGB  ov  Mastbb  Combihbs  with  That  ov  Fbllow-sirvaiit 
in  prodncmg  injury,  the  master  is  liable  to  a  aerYant  who  ia  himaelf  free  from 
negligenoe:  Faren  v.  Sellen,  4  Am.  8t.  Bep.  266. 

Whstbxb  Sbbvaivt  was  Actino  in  thx  Lnrx  07  his  Dutt  at  the  time 
of  injury,  so  aa  to  impoae  on  the  maater  the  duty  of  proteeiiqg  him,  is  a 
qoeation  for  the  jury:  BeeSLLouUeUs.  S'yr.Bmiridt9,ZJkm.Bt.'Bap*23XL 
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HioHWAYS.  — Public  Aoquibbs  is  Stbskt  only  Right  ov  Wat,  with  the 

powers  and  privileges  incident  thereto;  and  subject  to  this  right»  the  soil 

and  mineral  belong  to  the  owner  of  the  fee.     The  public  easement  justi- 

fies  only  the  taking  of  material  which  the  process  of  the  conatruction  or> 

refnA.i«*  t^f  the  street  requires. 

limn  OBPOBATiON.  —  Whxn,  Actino  withiii  its  General  Powebs,. 

p  likes  a  contract  for  the  grading  of  a  street,  in  which  it  is  pro- 

»t  the  contractors,  in  consideration  of  doing  the  work,  are  to  re- 

l  appropriate  to  their  own  use  all  the  stone  in  that  part  of  the* 
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tttd  in  panoADM  of  tfao  oonlnok  they  proceed  toiako  ovtui 
diipoee  of  the  etooe,  thej  ere  the  ftgente  of  tho  cil^  in  the  prenieie»  and 
the  ci^  is  reeponsible  for  their  ects. 
HiOBWATB.  —  EsTABLiaHXD  P&B8UKPTI0N  ov  Law  18,  that  the  owner  el 
lend  abutting  on  a  street  owns  also  the  fee  in  the  etreeit 

Action  to  recover  the  value  of  stone  removed  from  a  citj 
street.  The  plaintiff  owned  the  land  abutting  upon  that  part 
of  the  street  from  which  the  stone  was  taken,  and  the  stone 
was  taken  by  contractors  engaged  in  grading  the  streeti  under 
a  contract  with  the  city. 

Merrick  and  Merrichj  for  the  appellant 

Seagrave  Smithy  for  the  respondent. 

MiTGHBLL,  J.  It  clearly  appeared  from  the  evidence  intio- 
duced  bj  plaintiff  that  the  city  of  Minneapolis  had  no  right  te 
take  these  stones.  It  was  not  necessary  to  remove  them  for 
the  purpose  of  grading  or  improving  the  street,  as  they  were 
below  the  grade  line.  The  public  acquires  in  a  street  only  a 
right  of  way,  with  the  powers  and  privileges  incident  thereta 
Subject  to  tlus  right,  the  soil  and  mineral  in  a  street  belong  to 
the  owner  of  the  fee,  the  same  as  if  no  street  had  been  laid 
out.  When  the  surface  of  the  land  is  above  grade  line,  so 
that  in  order  to  grade  and  improve  the  street  it  is  neceasaiy 
to  remove  superincumbent  materials,  this  may  be  done,  and 
probably  such  material  may  be  used,  if  necessary,  in  improv- 
ing other  parts  of  the  street;  but  the  public  easement  justifies 
only  the  taking  of  material  which  the  process  of  the  construo- 
tion  or  repair  of  the  street  requires:  Mihen  v.  Kelly ^  32  Minn. 
280;  Robert  v.  Sadler,  104  N.  Y.  22»;  58  Am.  Rep.  498. 

The  evidence  also  shows,  or  tends  to  show,  that  the  city,  act- 
ing within  its  general  powers,  made  a  contract  with  certain  ' 
parties  to  grade  the  street,  in  which,  among  other  things,  it  ; 
was  provided  that,  in  consideration  of  their  grading  the  street, 
the  contractors  were  to  receive  and  be  permitted  to  quarry, 
take  away,  sell,  or  use  as  their  own,  all  the  rock  in  this  part 
of  the  street,  and  that,  in  pursuance  of  and  under  this  con- 
tract they  took  out  and  disposed  of  the  stone  in  question. 
Under  these  facts,  the  contractors  were  the  agents  of  the  city 
in  the  premises,  and  the  city  responsible  for  their  acts:  SewaU 
V.  City  of  St.  Paul,  20  Minn.  511. 

If  the  plaintiff  owned  the  land  abbutting  on  the  street,  he 
presumably  owned  the  fee  in  the  street,  such  being  tlie  estab- 
lished presumption  of  the  common  law:  8  Kent's  Com.  432; 
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Augogt  1, 19S7/*  This  is  eomewhat  obecure  and  ambigooai. 
If  the  first  clause  stood  alone,  it  would  undoabtedly  amount  to 
a  reservation  of  the  stone  in  M  the  land  conveyed, — the  street 
as  well  as  the  land  outside  the  street  line.  But  in  the  absence 
of  any  evidence  of  extrinsic  facts  tending  to  throw  light  on  its 
meaning,  we  think  that  the  fSEur  construction  of  this  reserva- 
tion, and  the  only  one  that  will  reasonably  give  effact  to  the 
whole  of  it|  is,  that  the  term  '^said  land"  refers  to  the  lots  ex- 
clusive of  the  street,  and  that  the  first  clause  reserves  merely 
the  stone  in  the  lots  proper,  and  that  the  intention  of  the  sec* 
ond  clause  was  to  reserve  in  addition  the  right  to  remove  the 
stone  out  in  the  street  the  distance  of  twelve  feet  from  the 
street  line  any  time  before  August  1, 1887.  As  Nicollet  Street 
is  sixty  feet  wide,  this  would  leave  a  strip  eighteen  feet  wide, 
the  stone  in  which,  not  being  reserved,  would  pass  by  the  deed 
to  plaintiff,  subject  only  to  the  rights  of  the  public.  For  this 
much,  at  least,  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  recover.  It 
is  true,  he  did  not  prove  what  proporticm  of  the  stone  was  taken 
from  that  strip;  but  he  was,  under  the  evidence,  entitled  at 
least  to  nominal  damages.  For  this  reason,  the  court  ened  in 
jlmnifygng  the  aotion. 
Order  reversed. 


OT«r  which  it  ptaiet:  Siahw,  BwAn&r^  96  Am.  DscSS;  the  poUfe  havt^s 
only  axi^tofwaythertin:  BHmmmT.  Oardmtr^  66  Id.  gSlg  8taU  t,  Brndmer^ 
tuprcu 

MuinxaPAL  OcnioaAxiDir,  nr  GBADnro  Sibbet,  hai  no  right  to  may 
away  Mil:  Dilphi  r,  EoamSf  10  Am.  Bep.  12;  and  see  note  19,  cuaceming  tha 
right  to  otiry  away  stono  whioh  ii  within  the  limits  ol  the  otrMt;  bnt  oec^ 
cMiMi  jr«f  Am ▼.  Avyni;  9  Id.  300;  AiMlT.  Mfti^  15  U.  117, 
tl9. 


Ghubbuok  t;.  Glevbland. 

[17  MnniMOf  A,  498.J 

FluuB— Lusmrr  loa  Ivjusr  Bibultdto  to  Tbibd  'Bwamm  num 
FRAumrLKHT  KEnoBBaxnATtOJXB.  —If  false  and  frandnlant  munpse- 
lentationa  are  made  to  one  person,  with  the  ezpeotation  that  they 
■honid  be  nmiiininmtH  to  and  aeted  on  by  a  third  penon,  and  they 
are  so  oommnnioated  to  and  aeted  on  by  him  to  hie  prejudice^  the  reeolt 
of  the  fraad  must  be  deemed  to  haye  been  oontemplated  by  the  party 
first  *"^*^'"g  snch  representations,  and  he  is  liable  therefor. 

Xi>.~Whsbb  Sbbtiob  of  pBoctts  IS  Fbooubxd  bt  Frauds  That  Fact 
MAT  BB  8B0WV,  and  the  court  will  refose  to  exsnaMi^  its  Jnriadietuiiw 
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«aid  MoGoire,  <m  account,  if  he  would  send  a  team  after  it, 
urbereaSy  in  trnth  and  in  fiict,  the  said  Kellj  had  no  coal  at 
aaid  place,  ae  he  well  knew,  bat  that  he  made  the  said  repie- 
aentation  to  the  said  McGuire,  knowing,  from  the  relations  ex- 
isting between  the  defendant  and  the  said  McGnire,  tha4  the 
latter  would  employ  the  defendant  to  go  after  it,  and  thns 
•come  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court"  The  repreaenta- 
tions  were  therefore  made  with  the  expectation  and  porpoee 
that  they  should  be  communicated  to  and  acted  on  by  the 
defendant;  and  the  reault  of  the  fraud  to  defendant,  as  the 
•one  iigured  by  it,  must  be  deemed  to  have  been  canteraplated 
hy  the  guilty  party:  Levy  ▼.  Langndge^  4  Meas.  A  W.  337; 
latigi  t.  Bruwn^  17  How.  183;  Bigelow  on  Fraud,  90. 

8.  Where  the  seryice  of  process  is  procured  by  fraud,  that 
CMt  may  be  shown,  and  the  court  will  refrise  to  exercise  its 
jurisdiction,  and  turn  the  plaintiff  out  of  court  The  law  will 
not  lend  its  aaaction  or  support  to  an  act,  otherwise  lawful, 
which  is  accomplished  by  unlawful  means:  Taufmend  v.  Snuihf 
47  Wis.  623;  82  Am.  Rep.  793;  Bigelow  on  Fraud,  166.  171, 
and  cases;  lUley  v.  NiehoU,  12  Pick.  270,  276;  22  Am.  Dec. 
425;  Sherman  v.  Oundlach,  37  Minn.  11& 

4.  The  law  will  operate  retrospectively  to  defeat  prooeedings 
fraudulently  inaugurated,  though  done  under  the  color  of  law- 
ful authority,  and  hence  we  see  no  reason  why  the  &ct8  may 
not  be  pleaded  in  an  answer,  on  the  ground  that  the  service  of 
the  prooesB  undw  which  jurisdiction  was  obtained  was  unlaw- 
ful. The  party  does  not,  in  such  case,  waive  his  objection 
simply  by  setting  up  the  facts  disclosing  it  As  said  by  the 
court  in  3WfiMfid  v.  SmUhj  evpra:  "Such  a  case  is  entirely 
unlike  one  where  there  has  been  a  failure  of  proper  service  of 
process;  for  there  the  failure  affects  only  the  defendant,  while 
here  the  fraud  affects  the  integrity  of  the  process  of  the  court": 
Lamed  v.  Griffin,  12  Fed.  Rep.  690;  GUbert  v»  Vanderpoot,  15 
Johns.  242;  1  Wait's  Praotioe,  562.  An  ^q[)earanoe  by  an 
answer  which  simply  protests  against  tlie  exercise  of  juris- 
diction, and  claims  no  other  right,  is  not  such  an  appearance 
as  waives  the  objection:  SuUivan  v.  Frazee,  4  Bob.  (N.  Y.)  61& 
Again,  the  objection,  strictly,  is  not  that  the  court  has  not 
jurisdiction  of  the  person,  but  that  it  ought  not,  by  reason  of 
the  alleged  fraud,  to  take  or  hold  jurisdiction  of  the  action: 
Wheeloek  v.  Lee,  74  N.  Y.  495;  Higgine  v.  Beeeridge,  85  Minn. 
285. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  case  remanded  for 
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other  Bide  highest  at  the  north  end,  thus  rendering  the  high- 
way impasfiable  on  the  nsnal  traveled  track,  and  compelllBg 
travelers  to  enter  the  cut  at  the  end  where  the  bank  was  lowest 
on  that  side,  and  then  follow  the  railroad  track  to  a  point  at 
which  they  could  get  out  on  the  opposite  side;  that  this  state 
of  things  had,  to  the  knowledge  of  defendant,  continued  for 
several  weeks,  without  its  removing  the  obstruction;  that  while 
deceased,  traveling  the  highway  with  a  team,  was  on  the  rail- 
road track  making  the  crossing  in  the  manner  indicated,  de- 
fendant's train,  running  at  a  very  high  rate  of  speed,  and 
without  any  whistle  being  blown  or  bell  rung,  to  warn  the 
travelers  at  the  crossing,  ran  over  and  killed  him.  The  defend- 
ant, as  its  first  defense,  denied  negligence  on  its  part,  and  al- 
leged contributory  negligence  on  part  of  the  deceased. 

1.  Defendant's  first,  third,  and  fourth  assignments  of  error 
are  the  admission  of  evidence  tending  to  show  the  unsafe  and 
impassable  condition  of  the  highway  for  some  days  prior  to 
the  accident,  and  the  difficulties  experienced  by  other  travelers 
in  attempting  to  make  the  crossing.  There  was  evidence  tend- 
ing to  show  that  the  highway  was  in  substantially  the  same 
condition  during  this  time  as  on  the  day  of  the  accident,  ex- 
cept that  the  obstruction  was  increased  by  additional  snow 
being  thrown  out  from  the  railroad  track.  As  to  the  mate- 
riality and  competency  of  this  evidence  there  is  no  room  for 
doubt.  It  was  admissible  both  to  prove  the  unsafe  condition 
of  the  highway,  and  also  that  this  had  continued  so  long  as 
to  charge  defendant  with  knowledge  of  the  fact,  and  with  neg- 
ligence in  not  removing  the  obstruction.  These  matters  were 
in  issue  under  the  pleadings,  and  also,  as  appears  from  the 
bill  of  exceptions,  under  the  evidence.  The  defendant  es- 
pecially complains,  in  this  connection,  of  the  fact  that  the 
witness  Barber  was  permitted  to  testify  somewhat  in  detail  of 
the  diffictdties  which  he  experienced  in  attempting  to  cross  on 
the  morning  of  the  day  of  the  accident,  and  also  on  the  day 
previous,  describing  what  he  did,  and  the  efforts  he  made  to 
get  across  with  his  team.  Proof  of  the  fact  that  other  persons 
were  unable  to  cross,  and  of  the  efforts  they  made  to  do  so, 
was  competent  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  obstructed  and 
unsafe  condition  of  the  highway.  It  is  analogous  in  principle 
to  cases  where  evidence  of  similar  accidents  is  admitted  to 
show  that  the  common  course  was  in  an  unsafe  condition.  It 
is  the  practical  test  of  common  experience,  often  the  most  sat- 
isfactory evidence:  Phelps  v.  City  of  MankatOj  23  Minn.  276; 


4.  Tlw  «igfath  ftBeignment  of  error  is  the  exelnnoo  of  e^ 
denoe  to  lapport  of  defendaofB  second  defeiue.  Thifl  defnui 
is,  in  Babfltance,  that  plaintiff  had  brought  a  former  enit  fn 
the  same  cause  of  actiim,  in  the  complaint  in  which  she  hal 
alleged  the  circamstanees  under  which  the  deceased  wa^ 
ti^veling  on  the  railroad  track  at  the  time  of  the  accideii 
differently  from  thoee  alleged  iu  this  action;  that  she  well 
to  trial  <Hi  the  complaint,  and  recovered  a  verdict,  which  o^ 
motion  of  defendant  was  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial  granted, 
on  the  ground  that  the  deceased  had  no  right  to  travel  on  tU 
track  under  the  circumstances  as  alleged  in  the  complaint, 
and  that  in  doing  so  he  was  gnilty  of  contribatory  negligencej 
that  theieapoD  plaintiff  moved  the  ooort  fbr  leave  to  amoil 
her  complaint,  so  as  to  allege  the  &cts  as  now  alleged  in  the 
complaint  in  the  prwsnt  action;  that  the  ooort  reftued  to 
allow  her  to  amend,  for  the  reason  that  she  most  have  known 
the  faots  prior  to  gt^g  to  trial,  and  that,  having  seen  fit  to  go 
to  trial  on  the  complaint  as  it  was,  she  ought  not  now  to  ba 
allowed  to  make  a  ehftnge  ot  base;  that  thereupon  she  "dis- 
missed, or  claimed  to  have  dimussed,"  that  action,  and  tbeo 
brought  the  present  one,  alle^^og  as  the  grounds  for  recovery 
the  same  &cts  as  in  the  first  actien,  ezospt  as  varied  bj  tin 
&cts  which  she  had  unsUoeessfnllj  sought  to  set  up  by  way 
of  amendiDMit  to  htr  flnt  complaint.  "  Wherefore  defendant 
claims  the  plaiatiff  is  estopped  from  maintaining  an  action  or 
recovering  against  deAndaot  In  this  suit  on  a  position  or  ob 
grounds  inoonsistent  with  these  set  up  as  her  right  of  action 
in  the  first  suit,  and  thst  it  would  be  inequitable  to  permit  her 
to  take  such  an  inocasiBtait  position  aflsr  she  had,  with  full 
knowledge  of  all  the  fiurts,  digged  and  brought  evidence,  and 
BOt^ht  to  recowr  on  different  and  inorainsteot  gronnds." 

This  defense  is  to  us  a  novel  one,  and  the  fact  that  oooiwd 
of  such  ability  and  usual  pers^ooity  fail  to  make  clear  on 
what  legal  principles  they  claim  it  to  rest  confirms  ne  in  the 
opim<»  that  there  is  notMng  in  it.  We  think  the  mere  state- 
ment of  the  Csuits  ia  enough  to  show  that  they  constibite  ne 
defense.  Whatever  probative  force  this  " change  <tf  base"  may 
have  to  prove  that  it  ia  an  afterthought,  and  not  traa  in  fact, 
the  facts  alleged  do  not  contain  the  first  element  of  eetoppeL 
We  have  found  no  case,  and  have  been  referred  to  none,  to 
support  the  proposition  that,  after  a  party  has  dismissed  or 
discontinued  a  suit,  he  may  not  bring  another  for  tbe  aam 
cause  of  action,  with  different  allegations  in  his  pleading  m 


plaint,  and  the  order  and  decision  of  the  court  therecm  in  the 
first  action  already  referred  to,  which  were  all  excluded  hj  the 
oonrt;  that  defendant  then,  without  stating  the  object  for 
which  ihe  offer  was  made,  offered  the  same  papers  alt^ether, 
«nd  the  r^eotion  of  them  is  the  error  complained  of.  In  view 
«f  the  circamstances  under  which  the  offer  was  made,  there 
was  nothing  to  suggest  to  the  mind  of  the  court  that  it  was 
made  in  support  of  the  third  defense.  On  the  contrary,  the 
natural  inference  would  be,  that  counsel  was  simply  fortifying 
bis  position  in  support  of  hia  secood  defense  fay  reoffering  the 
aame  papers  in  mass,  especially  as  these  were  files  and  records 
in  the  Tsry  action  which  defendant  had  alleged  that  plaintiff 
"  bad  dismised  or  attempted  to  dismiss."  If  counsel  reoffiared 
the  papers  for  another  and  different  purpose,  be  should,  under 
the  oJroumstanoea,  have  ao  stated.  Bnt  for  another  reason, 
there  was  no  prejudicial  error  in  excluding  them.  TSo  otha 
evidence  was  offered  in  support  of  the  third  defense.  If  ad- 
initted,  the  evidence  oSered  would  have  been  utterly  insnffi- 
•cient  to  prove  the  pending  of  another  action.  The  effective 
|>art  of  such  a  plea  is,  that  the  action  is  still  pending.  Thii 
4nuBt  be  affirmatively  proved.  The  evidence  offered  would 
liave  nmply  proved  that  such  an  action  had  been  commenced, 
but  while  lawsuits  are  sometimes  very  protracted,  yet  we  ap- 
prehend that  there  ia  no  presumption  of  law  that  a  eoit  once 
begun  is  still  pending  until  the  contrary  appeaiB. 
Order  affirmed.  

Evmnoi  or  8i]fii.Aa  AoazDaar  n  Amrnnimj  m  kotioa  for  iajuy  fra« 
otatmetiaci  in  highmj:  PMSptr,  WUiow,  mtt,  p.  lU;  CfenriaaJ  <te.  JTy  ft. 
V.  Wfmamt,  aate,  p.  6«i. 

Abatimik*  or  Aonoa  it  Plu  ot  Foucia  Aornor  Fmnno:  Sm  tki 
«it«ad«l  note  to  A>M  T.  £<4lrq>,  H  Am.  Dm.  U2  at  Mq. 


BooEwooD  V,  Datenfobt. 

[n  HmnaoTA,  en.] 

HIKB  OAS  M  No  JUDOIOKT  CAPABLI  Or  BKIHO  I 
in  »af  nuumer,  till  it  i>  entsred  in  tlia  Jndgmant-boak;  ui 
_  witiumt  moh  entry  is  of  no  kvuI,  klthoogh  »  judgment  rol^ 
*ftitnfBiB|i  K  porpOTtsd  oopj  of  &  judgment  in  il^  hu  been  made  np  ud 
flliid.  nte  derk  cumot,  in  ndi  cms,  Uwfnll;  enter  tbe  jad^ncat 
■MM  pro  tuttc  without  the  order  ot  the  oonrt;  bat  a,  refaeal  to  gi*nt  ■ 
ton^onur;  injanotion  to  restrain  the  clerk  from  •ntering  the  jodgaMt 
M>K  jiro  tunc  i»  not  beyond  the  KMind  legal  diienlion  ot  tlk*  oooi^  »ai 
b  not  &ece«*»ril;  « 


Wbetliar  the  court,  with  the  fvoper  putiei  befiav  it,  sod 
upon  a  proper  Rhowing,  mi^t  direct  the  clei^  to  enter  the 
jndgment  nimc  pn  tame,  m  need  not  conmder.  Certainly  the 
clerk  oannot  lafffally  do  it  without  each  order.  Bat  altbongli 
ttte  nnanthoriaed  act  of  the  clerk  in  enteiii^  judgment  as  of 
the  dat*  ot  the  docketing  would  put  an  apparent  clond  iqioa 
plaintiff*!  title,  yet,  aa  the  granting  a  tempcffaiy  injunotioo 
iMti  in  the  aoimd  legal  discteUui  of  the  court,  the  reiiuaJ  to 
grant  it  was  not  neoeenrily  enor.  The  idaintiff  does  not  Iom 
any  right  by  the  refosaL  If  the  judgment  be  entered  nmme  pn 
tune,  he  hai  hia  remedy  agunst  the  party  claiming  under  it; 
and  in  the  pioBeoutiou  of  that  remedy  both  of  the  parties  io- 
taterted  would  ha  bafbn  tiu  oourt,  inatead  of  then  being  but 
one  of  them,  aa  ia  the  oaae  ban.  To  reftua  the  temponzy  ia- 
JunetioQ  when  nieh  a  gramd  far  it  axisti  is  not  faaywad  a 
■ound  l^al  dliontloo. 

Order  aJBnned.  

r  Hnn  n»  Ton  fa  tbe  nbjMl  «<  tbe  BolB  to  Aid 
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in  CurH$  t.  Codkron,  60  N.  H.  244.  In  that  ojnnioa  it  is  sad: 
^' A  pardon  ii  not  preramod  to  be  granted  on  the  giound  oCin- 
nocence  or  total  reformation.  [Citing  anthorities.]  It  remo^a 
the  disability,  but  does  not  change  the  common-law  principle 
that  the  conyiction  of  an  infamous  offense  is  evidence  of  bad 
character  for  truth.  The  general  character  of  a  person  far 
truth,  bad  enough  to  destroy  his  competency  as  a  witnesii 
must  be  bad  enough  to  affect  his  credibility  when  his  com* 
potency  is  restored  by  the  executive  or  legislatiYe  branch  of 
the  government."  Mr.  Greenleaf  seems  to  think  that  a  p•^ 
doned  felon  who  has  served  his  full  term  in  the  penitentiaxy 
''  would  be  entitled  to  very  litOe  credit":  1  GreenL  By^  ISik 
ed.,  sec.  877. 

Mr.  Stsrkie  says:  ^*  And  althovq^h  a  paid<m  cannot  cmiveii 
a  wicked  man  into  an  honest  one,  and  confer  credibility  upon 
one  who  through  the  Infamy  of  his  conduct  is  not  credible,  yet 
such  a  pardon  must  be  presumed  to  have  been  conferred  after 
inquiry,  upon  good  and  sufficient  ground,  on  an  object  worthy 
of  the  indulgence,  and  therefore  worthy  of  being  heard,  faui 
the  degree  of  credit  is  still  to  be  left  to  the  jury":  1  Staikie'i 
Ev.,  7th  Am.  ed.,  99. 

It  was  held  in  Baum  v.  OZaiise,  6  Hill,  196,  that  '^thoui^ 
the  pardon  of  one  convicted  of  felony  will  in  general  teeton 
his  competency  as  a  witness,  yet  the  conviction  may  still  be 
used  to  aflbct  his  credit." 

In  the  light  of  these  authoritieB,  the  action  of  the  coort  ib 
the  premises,  complained  of  in  the  third  bill  of  exceptioni, 
was  not  erroneous.  Other  errors  presented  will  not  be  noticed, 
because  they  may  not  arise  on  another  trial.  Because  of  the 
error  in  the  first  matter  discussed,  the  judgment  is  re^Fwaed, 
and  the  cause  remanded  for  a  new  triaL 


How  AHD  WKtN  PaBTT  MAT  IimUGH  HD  OWH  WinfMU,  OQ  tbe 

oC  rarpoM:  BuMaUer  y.  Atoonii,  60  Am.  Deo.  744^  and  note  761; 
witness  testifies  to  what  the  party  calling  him  believes  to  benntme:  OliwrtBwf 
T.  Whaied  Bank,  86  Id.  261,  note  264;  when  the  testimony  is  prejttdieyd  ti 
the  party  calling  the  witness:  ChampY,  Commomoeatt^  74  Id.  888^  and  sa- 
tended  note  896.  In  OSiw  y.  JBayrai,  46  Am.  Rep.  683^  it  is  said  that  •  fu^ 
cannot  show  that  his  own  witness  has  made  statements  ont  of  court  ooaha* 
diotory  of  his  testimony. 

EmoT  ov  Pa&don  to  Rksiobb  Winnss  to  CoMPSiBNcr:  See  tlia  noli 
to  Smith  y.  Mdntirt,  69  Am.  Dec.  680^  681.    A  pardon  subject  te 
does  not  restore  a  witness  to  competency:  Carr  y.  SamCA,  68  Am.  Rapt. 
•ad  note;  People  y.  Anow,  IS  Id.  148i 


pmptaty.  To  uy  the  least  of  it,  the  pleading  is  vagae  and  in- 
defiiiite;  and  few  better  illastratioDB,  perhaps,  coold  be  given 
of  the  importance  and  necessity  of  stating  in  foil  withoat  ab- 
breviation, unless  explained  in  connection  therewith  the  name 
of  the  company  or  corporation  intended  to  be  designated.  If 
initials  can  be  held  sufficient,  then  which  of  the  two  fi>mi0  of 
initials  set  forth  in  the  complaint  shall  we  take  as  the  true 
one?  If  we  select  "Ho.  P.  Rway"  as  the  owner,  then  it  ia 
apparent  that  it  does  not  correspond  with  and  that  there  ia  a 
variance  in  letters  between  it  and  the  "Mo.  P.  By,"  alleged  as 
owner  in  the  information. 

The  matter  may  be  solved  by  determinit^  whether,  in  a 
criminal  prosecution,  the  name  of  a  company  or  corporatioa 
should  be  set  ont  in  full,  and  if  a  corporation,  whether  it  be 
further  essential  that  it  be  alleged  that  it  was  incorporated. 
We  have  no  special  criminal  statute  upon  the  subject.  Oar 
statute  as  to  the  allegation  of  the  name  of  the  defendant,  or 
of  any  other  person  necessary  to  be  stated  in  the  indictment, 
evidently  refers  to  individuals,  and  does  not  embrace  com- 
panies or  corporations:  Code  Crim.  Proc.,  art.  425.  In  diort, 
our  code  of  procedure  is  silent;  and  having  failed  to  supply  oa 
a  rule,  we  are  relegated  to  the  oommon  law:  Id.,  art.  27,  and 
approved  preoedente. 

Mr.  Bishop  says;  "An  indictment  against  a  oorptffataon 
properly  describes  it  by  its  corporate  name."  And  again: 
"  The  indictment  should  show  on  its  face  that  a  name  in  it  ia 
a  corporatiMi's,  if  such  in  fact":  1  Bishop's  Crim.  Proc.,  3d 
ed.,  sec.  682.  In  his  work  on  criminal  pleading  and  practdce, 
^hth  editiMi,  Mr.  Wharton  says,  in  section  110:  "  When  the 
name  of  a  corporation  is  given,  the  corporate  title  must  he 
strictly  pursued,  nnless  specification  is  made  unnecessary  by 
local  statute";  and  in  a  note  to  this  eectaon  he  says:  "Whether 
at  common  law,  in  an  indictment  for  stealing  the  goods  of  a 
corporation,  it  is  requimte  to  aver  that  the  corporation  was  in- 
corporated,  has  been  much  disputed.  That  it  is  necessary  is 
ruled  in  State  v.  Mead,  27  Vt.  722;  Cohen  v.  ftopfc,  6  Park. 
Cr.  330;  Wallaee  v.  People,  63  111.  451;  PeopU  v.  SchwarU,  82 
Cal.  160."  He  cites  a  number  of  dedsiona  to  the  coQb«ry, 
which  we  omit 

In  his  work  on  criminal  law,  the  same  learned  author  says: 
"  Goods  belonging  to  a  cwporation  must  be  laid  as  the  pix^ 
erty  of  the  corporation  by  ite  corporate  name,  and  not  as  the 
property  of  the  individual  corporators,  though  they  he  all 


TiLLBBT  V.  State. 

mtmxAMAmAiM.XLl 

OnMIVU  lAW.  — 8tU-aafMM  is  biriynnadbytha  crldnM^  «nd  rfiaald 
b*  Mbtttttad  to  Um  juy.  when  it  e1«srlj  »ppMn  tiiat  iiaiMia.  fat 
MB*  tinM  pnvlaa*  t«  th«  hotnicide,  hmd  baen  at  nuni^  with  dabadant; 
hid  lapaatodljr,  and  apparvntlj  withoat  raaaonabls  or  pmfaalil«  eanM, 
dMTgad  drfandart  with  feloDT;  hul  thnatmad  to  taka  hi*  life;  had 
utDkUj  eoQipirad,  uid  w«b  cMUupiriDg  at  the  time  ot  th»  homMida,  te 
kill  him,  mi  vbioh  tine  the  deoMaed  met  defendaoit  uid  Kgain  aecaatd 
hin  ot  felony,  wu  ksked  to  rettkot,  wtMU  ha  tamed  toward*  defrndaa^ 
and  plaoad  hi*  hand  to  hia  right  aide  aa  if  to  draw  a  piatol,  and  wha:* 
hia  piatol  wai  afterward*  Umad,  whan  defendant  ihot  and  kiUad  him. 

OuXDtal.  Law  —  BaLV-DmHBZ.  — It  m  Easox,  whMi  ehaiging  the  jniy, 
to  make  tha  ri^t  of  aeU-def enae  hinge  on  the  fact  aa  to  whatbar  d^end- 
anl  "boaaatlj"  believed,  at  the  time  he  aotad,  that  bewnain  danger  el 
loaiiii  hia  life.  Tha  oonect  rale  ii,  that  if  it  "  reaaoMib?/  "  »pgtu*i  U 
him,  from  hia  atandpoist,  and  &om  the  oiroamitaiioe^  that  denser  ei< 
iatad,  a«d  he  acted  Dnder  anoh  reaacmabla  belief,  he  waa  jnatafied  in  At- 
fending  to  the  aama  extent^  and  nnder  the  aanta  riila*  permitted,  in  caae 
the  danger  bad  been  reaL 

CtBimXAL  LAW  —  Sxur-DKrufu— EKBONBOin  Imwronos.  —  Wham  ooort 
la  inatrfloting  in  relation  to  a^-dafanaa,  and  the  elaim  of  Balf-dafaoaa 
ia  partly  baaad  on  threato  made  by  daoaaaed  againat  dafaadant,  tha 
charge  nlating  to  the  whole  matter  ahoold  be  giren  in  a  cannacted 
manner;  to  diaoonneot  one  portion  from  the  other  ia  amw. 

OuMtRAL  Law. —Law  or  SaLr-SCFEKai,  when  inrcAed  by  prao^  duall 
be  given  to  the  jnry  plainly,  directly,  oooneetedly,  and  afibtnatiTdj, 
and  in  anoh  manner  aa  to  ahow  ita  applioability  to  tha  beta  in  cTidancc 

CumsAL  Law — OnHioN  Bvidbhob. — Witaeaa  nuut  atato  (aoto  witUa 
faia  knowledge,  and  cannot  atato  hia  oonolnaiooa.  60  held  in  «  mnidct 
oaaet  where  the  witnea*  waa  aaked  if,  from  an  inveatigatian  mnda  by  ba 
aboat  a  oharge  of  araon,  he  had  found  any  evidaaoa  tending  to  oounad 
defendant  with  it. 

Ckimihal  Law.  —  DaoLAaATiOM  ov  Co>anremAn»  with  deaeaaed  inaaak- 
Ing  to  kill  defendant,  made  tome  time  aft«r  the  bomimda,  ii  not  part  ti 
the  rai  ffeada,  and  therefore  inadmimible. 

Amvubi  oimoa  or  Kaoosii,  about  mattera  wholly  fordgn  to  tha  eaaa 
on  trial,  and  without  any  anpport  in  evideaoa,  and  calealatad  to  opantt 
jrajndiciaUy  to  defendant  npMi  the  minda  of  the  iarj,  if  allowad  hf  Oa 
ooort  ondar  objection,  ia  anor  attCoient  to  rararae  the  jtidpnaat 

J.  M.  Dvnoan,  Alex  Pope,  R.  C.  De  Graffennid,  and  T.  M. 
Campbell,  for  the  appellant 

W.  L.  Davidton,  atnttant  attomeygenenU,  fiff  the  atato. 

WiLLBON,  J.  1.  There  con  be  no  qnestioii  but  that  the  evi- 
dence in  this  case  fairly  and  fuily  raiees  the  issue  of  atit- 
defense.     It  clearly  appears  that  the  deceased  had,  for  same 

tirue  previous  to  tlie  fatal  rencontre,  been  at  enmity  with  the 
defendant;   had  repeatedly,  and  apparently  without  i 


■treeL  On  the  night  pravioos,  he  had  hWQ  infornaed  Utat  the 
deceased  had  threateoed  od  that  very  night  to  '*fix"  him  be- 
fore the  next  moniiiig.  He  was  well  aware  of  the  bitter  en- 
mity of  the  deceased  towards  him,  although  he  may  oot  have 
known  of  the  conspiracy  between  deceased  and  Tabler  to  take 
hiB  life.  He  was  armed  with  a  pistol,  and  in  view  of  the 
threat  which  had  been  communicated  to  him  the  night  pte- 
viouB,  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  fact  of  hia  being  thoa  armed 
indicated  aoything  more  than  that,  should  occasion  require, 
he  would  defend  himself  against  the  threatened  danger.  There 
la  nothing  whatever  in  the  evidence  to  indicate  that  be  was 
seeking  a  difficulty  with  the  deceased.  Under  these  circnm- 
stanoss,  the  deceased  rode  np  &om  behind,  beeide  the  defend- 
ant, and  aocoating  him,  accused  him  again  of  the  crime  of 
arson.  Defendant  responded  that  he  must  retract  the  charge. 
Just  then,  one  witness  testifies,  the  deceased,  who  bad  ridden 
a  little  in  advance  of  the  defendant,  turned  in  bis  saddle 
towards  defendant,  and  placed  his  right  hand  to  bis  right  side 
as  if  to  draw  a  pistol,  wben  the  defendant  fired  and  shot  him. 
A  pistol  was  fiaund  on  the  body  of  deceased,  on  hie  rig^t  aide, 
about  where  the  witoees  saw  him  place  his  right  hand.  Upcw 
this  -  evidence,  the  trial  judge  very  properly  Bubmitted  to  the 
jury  the  issue  of  self-defense. 

It  is  eamMtly  contended,  however,  by  ooonsel  for  the  defend- 
ant, that  the  charge  upon  said  issue  is  imperfect,  emxieoaa, 
and  prejudicial  to  the  defendant,  and  should  have  been  sup- 
plied and  corrected  by  special  instraotdons  reqaested  by  the 
defendant.  Considering  the  charge  on  self-defense  with  refers 
enoe  to  the  evidence  bearing  upon  that  issue,  «e  are  of  the 
opinion  that  the  objeotioos  urged  to  it  are  substantial  and 
tenable.  There  is  not  a  particle  of  evidence  fairly  raising  the 
issue  that  defendant  bad  forfeited  the  right  of  selMefenae  by 
seeking  and  provoking  the  difficulty,  and  it  was  erroneous  and 
prejudicial  to  the  defendant  to  submit  that  issue  to  a  juij. 

In  instructing  the  jury  upon  the  law  of  apparent  danger,  the 
charge  makes  the  rig^t  of  self-defense  hinge  upon  the  fact  as 
to  whether  or  not  the  defendant  honestly  believed  at  the  time 
he  acted  that  be  was  in  danger  of  losing  his  life,  etc.  This 
idea  of  honest  belief  on  his  part  is  presented  three  several 
times  in  the  charge  upon  self-defense;  and,  while  beii^  sub- 
ject to  the  objection  that  it  is  made  too  prominent  to  the 
minds  of  the  jury,  is  besides  not  a  correct  statement  of  the 
law.    The  coirect  rule  is,  that  if  it  leasooably  appeared  to 
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oeaaed  did  not  in  fiMst  believe  Baid  charge  to  be  tme,  but  that 
the  caose  of  deceased's  enmity  towards  him  was  an  entirelj 
different  matter  than  the  arson,  still  we  do  not  think  the  coori 
erred  in  refusing  to  permit  the  witness  Campbell  to  answer  the 
question  propounded  to  him,  as  to  whether,  in  an  investiga- 
tion he  had  made  about  the  arson,  he  had  found  any  evidence 
tending  to  connect  the  defendant  with  it.  The  objection  made 
to  the  question  was,  that  the  answer  thereto  would  be  but  the 
conclusion  of  the  witness.  This  objection,  we  think,  was  prop- 
erly sustained.  If  the  witness  had  been  called  upon  to  state 
&cts  within  his  knowledge  concerning  the  arson,  and  the  de- 
fendant's relation  to  those  facts,  such  testimony  would  have 
been  relevant  and  admissible  in  view  of  the  other  evidence  in 
the  case. 

8.  It  was  not  error  to  rqect  the  proposed  testimony  of  the 
declarations  *of  Tabler.  Said  declarations  were  made  some 
time  after  the  homicide,  and  were  not  a  part  of  the  res  gestm  of 
the  homicide.  They  were  hearsay.  The  fact  that  Tabler  was 
a  co-conspirator  with  the  deceased  in  seeking  to  take  the  life 
of  the  defendant  would  not  render  such  declarations  admissi- 
ble in  behalf  of  the  defendant  If  the  deceased  or  Tabler  had 
been  on  trial  for  a  crime  committed  in  furtherance  of  such 
conspiracy,  then  the  declarations  of  one,  made  pending  such 
conspiracy  and  in  furtherance  thereof,  would  be  admissible 
against  the  other:  Willson's  Texas  Criminal  Laws,  sec.  1048. 
But  we  know  of  no  rule  of  law  which  would  render  admissible 
in  behalf  of  the  defendant  the  declarations  of  Tabler,  made 
after  the  commission  of  the  homicide. 

4.  In  his  closing  argument  to  the  jury,  counsel  for  the  state 
went  out  of  the  record,  in  speaking  of  Tabler,  to  tell  the  jury 
about  the  circumstances  of  Tabler's  death, — the  manner  in 
which,  by  whom,  and  for  what  cause  said  Tabler  had  been 
killed,  and  why  it  was,  and  how  it  was  that  Tabler  had  killed 
one  Teague,  and  several  other  matters  in  relation  to  said 
Tabler,  about  which  there  was  no  evidence.  Counsel  for  de- 
fendant promptly  objected  to  these  remarks,  and  the  court 
overruled  the  objection,  appending  to  the  bill  of  exceptions  his 
reasons  for  so  doing,  which  are,  that  defendant's  counsel  had, 
in  their  address  to  the  jury,  severely  denounced,  as  a  co-con- 
spirator with  the  deceased,  the  said  Tabler,  etc.  As  shown 
by  the  evidence  in  the  case,  counsel  for  the  defendant  were 
justified  in  so  denouncing  said  Tabler,  and  in  so  doing  were 
but  reproducing  the  evidence  adduced  on  the  triaL    Goonsd 
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Chhuu.  L&w—lfuKna—DiCLAKATiinrauFAnovEnOnKB. — Dbb- 
lantian  «r  Mta  of  dafaudaot  in  hii  own  f»Tor,  milr—  p«tt  o<  tlM  w 
geda  or  of  ft  BonfwMion,  tn  not  aJminibla  fat  the  defanaa;  httioe  ilo- 
(endkttt  ounot  prore  hia  own  ■UtomentB  or  decUnrtion*  with  r«gMd  to 
Um  homicide,  nudo  within  fiftem  or  twenty  minntea  after  ttio  hilling 
and  after  he  bad  gooe  aome  twelra  hundred  yarda  from  the  ^imou  ot  Htm 

dAKOB  IS  RADnuLi.T  Aim  ViSAiA.t  Ebbobbous  when  tbei«  ia  a  total 
want  of  e*idanoa  to  npport  the  pbaae  of  caia  to  wbieh  the  aha«2«  ia 
applied,  or  wh»a  it """—  a  theory  not  teiaed  «r  indicated  by  tiM  «vl- 

COMUMK  iMnuwmw— CtowMWttKiB  or  Sraxn^— It  i«  not  «Ror  to 
fmlifjttevevd  "ihtwrtiqtt"  hy  InaMliiig  befora  It  thiawovd  "iam»- 
^Uato  **  when  charing  the  Jury  onder  aeotica  OOS  of  the  Penal  Codo  of 
Ikni^  wUdt  deelana  titat  thriwti  afibrd  no  Jnitifloation  for  ^^J^|^-iA^ 
"ubM  it  ba  ahown  tkalt  at  the  tbnaot  tba  bsaneid^  tba  paraoB  killa^ 
hj  Base  act  then  dcna^  nwnifeatedan  'iniHilion' toezeento'tbeANatao 
mftdet"  ••  a  proper  oenatraetiati  trf  the  atatnta  1^  that  the  act  done  by 

aa  ihowB  an  "Immediate"  intention. 

Xtttl  and  7%nrmond,  for  the  appellant 

IT.  L.  Davidtont  amttata  aUormey-gtneral,  tx  the  state. 

Wbits,  p.  J.    This  appeal  la  from  a  jndgmeni  of  oonvio- 

tion  for  mnrder  of  the  eecond  degree  fbr  the  Idllii^  of  one 
A.  J.  Gneas,  whose  wife  waa  a  niece  of  this  appellant. 
Then  are  several  billa  of  exceptions  aa  well  as  assiBnmenta  ot 
error  preaented  in  the  record,  which  attack  certain  ralinga  of 
the  trial  conrt  apon  qoeatiwui  of  evidence  and  certain  por- 
-tiona  of  the  charge  given  the  Jnry,  as  also  the  refcuul  to  give 
certain  requested  instructiona  aaked  for  defendant.  We  pTt>- 
jKiee  to  notice  only  BQch  matters  complained  of  aa  are  oonaid' 
«red  of  moment  on  this  appeal. 

1.  Defandant  oomplaina  Uiat  the  coort  errad  in  tefasiiig  to 
permit  him  to  prove  his  own  etatementa  and  declarationa  with 
ffGgard  to  the  homicide,  made  within  fifteen  or  twenty  minatea 
After  the  tilling,  and  after  he  had  gone  in  a  wagon  aome 
twelve  hondred  yards  from  the  place  of  the  killing,  Thia 
identical  qaeation  occurred  in  SUphen^t  Caae,  20  Tex.  Ai^ 
255,  and  it  was  there  held  that  "declarations  of  a  defendant 
concerning  the  crime  charged  againet  him,  made  ten  or  fifteen 
minutea  alter  the  commission  of  tbe  same,  and  after  he  had 
^□e  a  distance  of  four  or  five  hnntlred  yards  from  the  place 
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feadant  had  the  right  to  go  to  the  post-offioe,  or  any  other  place 
he  desired  to  go  for  a  lawfal  purpose,  but  if  he  started  to 
or  by  the  house  of  the  deceased  merely  to  get  an  excuse  to 
kill  him,  or  with  the  intentioQ  of  seeking  or  getting  into  a 
fatal  rencontre  with  the  deceased,  and  thus  got  into  the  diffi* 
culty,  then  the  defendant  cannot  justify  the  homicide,  eirea 
though  his  life  was  put  in  peril." 

With  the  testimony  as  discloeed  in  the  record  befiore  ua, 
there  was  no  doubt  as  to  his  purpose  and  intention,  or  that  it 
was  a  lawful  one;  he  was,  as  all  the  witnesses  who  testify  on 
that  point  say,  going  to  the  post-office.  If  this  be  so,  theo 
this  instraetion,  in  so  far  as  it  questioned  his  intenttom  and 
purpose,  was  not  warranted  by  evidence,  and  was  calculated 
to  pr^udice  him  with  the  jury  by  impressing  them  with  the 
idea  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  there  was  serious  doubt 
upon  the  subject.  To  our  minds,  one  of  two  things  must  be 
apparent, — either  that  the  OTidence  excluded  was  material,  and 
should  haye  been  admitted  if  this  instruction  was  warranted, 
or  the  instruction  was  itself  unwarranted,  because  there  was 
no  disputable  matter  upon  which  to  predicate  it  In  either 
aspect  of  the  case,  the  error  is  both  important  and  serious. 
With  the  lights  before  us,  we  would  say  the  ruling  upcm  the 
evidence  was  correct,  and  the  instruction  erroneous.  '^How- 
ever correct  a  principle  of  law  may  be  in  the  abstnact,  it  is 
error  to  give  it  in  charge  where  there  is  a  total  want  of  evi- 
dence to  support  the  phase  of  case  to  which  it  is  applied": 
Ccnn  V.  StaUj  11  Tex.  App.  890.  ''If  the  court  assumes  and 
charges  on  a  theory  not  raised  or  indicated  by  the  evidence,  it 
is  radical  error,  and  fatal  to  a  conviction'':  So8$  v.  StaUj  10  Id. 
455;  Taylor  v.  StaU,  18  Id.  184;  Hardin  v.  State,  13  Id.  192; 
Stewart  v.  State^  15  Id.  598.  A  charge  should  be  confined  to 
the  facts  in  evidence:  Boddy  v.  State^  14  Id.  528;  Majifield  v. 
State^  23  Id.  645. 

3.  A  most  vigorous  attack  is  made,  in  the  able  brief  of 
counsel  for  defendant,  upon  that  portion  of  the  charge  of  the 
court  relative  to  threats  made  by  deceased  against  defend- 
ant. It  is  insisted  that  whilst,  in  the  twelfth  paragraph,  the 
court  correctly  announced  the  law  as  declared  in  article  60S  of 
our  Penal  Code,  that  it  was  error  in  paragraphs  IS  and  14  to 
interpolate  the  word  *' immediate,"  and  thereby  qualify  the 
word  "  intention,"  as  used  in  the  statute.  It  is  declared  by 
the  statute  that  threats  afford  no  justification  for  homiddey 
^  unless  it  be  shown  that,  at  the  time  of  the  homicide,  the  pe^ 
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of  defendant  a  reasonable  belief  and  apprehension  that  such 
was  the  intention  of  Oness,  ....  then  defendant  mig^t  act 
in  advance,  and  make  the  attack  upon  Oneea.  Nor  was  it 
necessary  that  there  shoald  in  fact  be  real  danger  to  defend- 
ant at  the  time  of  the  killing,  provided  the  facts  and  circam> 
stances  in  evidence  were  such  as  to  produce  in  the  mind  of 
defendant  a  reasonable  fear  or  expectation  of  death,  or  aerioot 
bodily  Injury." 

As  before  stated,  the  language  of  our  statute  (Pen.  Code,  art 
603)  is,  that  threats  afford  no  justification,  "unless  it  be 
shown  that  at  the  time  of  the  homicide  the  person  killed,  by 
some  act  then  done,  manifested  an  intention  to  execute  the 
threat  so  made."  In  FMand?$  CoMe^  19  Tex.  App.  865,  the 
doctrine  of  self-defense  enunciated  by  our  supreme  court  in 
Lander  v.  fitote,  12  Tex.  462,  is  quoted  approvingly,  as  follows: 
**  The  belief  that  a  person  designs  to  kill  me  will  not  prevent 
my  killing  him  from  being  murder,  unless  he  is  making  scmoe 
attempt  to  execute  his  design,  or  at  least  is  in  apparent  situ- 
ation to  do  so,  and  thereby  induces  me  reasonably  to  think 
that  he  intends  to  do  it  immediately;  citing  4  Ired.  409.  No 
contingent  necessity  will  avaiL"  In  Weaver^$  Caee^  19  Tex. 
App.  647,  speaking  of  the  doctrine  <rf  self-defense,  it  is  said 
that  self-defense  **  is  a  defensive,  not  an  ofifonsive,  aet^*'  and 
that  "  to  justify  the  destruction  of  human  life,  the  danger 
must  not  be  problematical  and  remote,  but  (apparently)  evi- 
dent and  immediate."  And  again:  ^'  The  necessities  of  self- 
defense  are  limited  to  the  immediate  resistance  of  (apparent) 
aggression,  and  the  apprehension  must  have  been  excited  by 
(acts  evincing)  an  actual  assault  ....  The  danger  to  be 
averted  must  be  apparently  immediate,  pressing,  imminenti 
and  unavoidable":  See  EifUon  v.  Staie^  24  Tex.  454;  H6U  v. 
8taU,  9  Tex.  App.  671. 

In  JinM  V.  Statty  76  Ala.  8,  it  is  held  that,  to  ''establish  the 
plea  of  self-defense  in  a  case  of  homicide,  the  defendant  must 
have  entertained  at  the  time  an  honest  belief  in  the  existence 
of  a  present  necessity  on  his  part  to  kill  in  order  to  save  his 
own  life,  or  to  prevent  the  infliction  of  grievous  bodily  harm, 
and  the  circumstances  most  have  been  such  as  to  impress  the 
mind  of  a  reasonable  man,  under  the  same  state  of  fects,  with 
a  belief  of  such  imminent  peril  and  urgent  necessity." 

In  People  v.  Weatlake,  62  CaL  803,  the  rule  announced  is, 
that  ''past  threats  or  conduct  of  the  deceased,  how  violent 
soever,  will  not  excuse  a  homicide  without  sufficient  present 
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«ot  of  th<Mel?w  jirtify  Koauddib  b>n»  «•  admiMiWib  with 

to  ■how  tha*  ctotendaikft  Mted  in  tdf-deloiiae:  Note  to  CoMpMI  ▼.  iVopfa^tt 

Am.  Deo.  03-M;  BcpktM  y.  OmmnmimiiM,  88  Id.  518;  Jb;  |iar«s  ifaiy, « 

Id.M7. 

DiQLAAAnoKa  AS  Pabt  of  Res  Gmscm  nr  Gbqedial  Ga8ib»  Gxsxbjxit: 
J9eo  note  to  /Vapl»  ▼.  Vermomt  06  Am.  Doo.  82;  83.  DwIaniuBo  of  aoenod 
.«io  aoi  geoonllj  ximiwfMo  in  hii  own  favors  Jime$  t.  SHkUi,  02  Id.  660^ 
«ndnoto 


Stookman  V.  Statb. 

m  Ttaus  AFPBAia,  m.\ 

Xnmci— WaoiA  OMnmaAxiDH  AmoaaiBu  wnm  Fabt  b  Givsv  d 
BvuwHUL  — Whno  port  of  a  oonvonatian  ii  i^von  in  ovidenoo  I7  ooi 
partjt  tho  wholo  on  tho  aamo  nibjoct  may  bo  inqoirod  into  hy  Ibo  oihw 
par^.  HoBoe^  whoro  the  proaeooting  witneaa  teatifioa  tiiat  ho  found  hii 
stolon  property  in  the  poaaeaeion  of  a  third  party^  and  tfaat»  inconvenatiai 
with  aooh  party,  tho  lattor  oonacntod  for  witnaM  to  tal»  hia  proper^f, 
bnt  af tarwmrda  rafnaod  to  lot  him  do  ao^  the  iHtneaa  may  bo  aakad.  oa 
owai-eiainmetifln,  i^  in  the  aama  oonvorwtion  niion  doclinfng  to  giti 
«p  tho  atolen  prqperiy,  tho  third  party  did  not  dauiit  as  a  loaauu  far  fan 
aetion,  that  ho  had  pnrehaaed  it 

Ilk  —  DiOLARATiOKa  AS  Bbs  G1BT.&  —  Whon  an  not  is  dono  lo  which  it  ii 
nooeoisry  or  important  to  aaoribo  a  oharaoter,  motive^  or  objoet^  any- 
thing said  by  the  actor  at  the  timo  fnun  whidh  tho  character,  motive  sr 
caaso  may  bo  ooUooted  ii  part  of  the  res  ge§UBt  snd  may  bo  giTon  in  ori- 
denoo,  whether  the  actor  is  or  is  not  a  party  to  tho  snit. 

XBBOHSOiDS  Chajkob— WuoHT  OF  BviBBroB.  —  Coui  osnnot  inatmct  m 
to  amount  or  degree  of  eyidenoe  snfficient  to  warrant  oonvictiQn.  To  ds 
so  is  to  charge  npon  the  weight  of  evidenoe,  and  erronoooa.  Thsrefon^ 
to  ohaxge  that  if  a  person  is  found  in  possession  of  property  recently 
stolen,  and  if  the  circamstanoea  are  snoh  aa  call  npon  him  for  an  eiqilaa- 
ation,  and  he  faila  to  explain  the  posseanon,  then  tbeae  facto  would  aa- 
thoriM  his  conviction,  if  a  presumption  of  guilt  haa  arisen  in  tho  niindi 
of  the  jury  from  snch  facts,  is  error. 

FoMBSSioir  OF  BuoBHTLY  Stolxn  Pbopbbtt  UiTKZPLAiirxD  iB  prima  fatk 
ovidance  of  theft,  anthoriaing  a  presnmptioa  of  guilt;  but  such  prrannip 
tion  ii  not  a  legal  one,  but  is  one  of  fact,  to  bo  found  by  tho  jury.    Ths 
court  should  not  charge  tho  conclusiveness  of  anoh  xiiwwiiii|Miiiin^  M 
should  submit  the  facts  to  bo  found  by  the  juiy. 

Conviction  for  stealing  sheep. 

Au&tin  PoUard^  for  the  appellant 

W.  L.  Davidson,  ossistaiU  attorney-general^  for  the  ttat^b 

WHiTBy  P.  J.  On  his  direct  examinaion,  the  state  bad 
proved  by  the  prosecuting  witness  Chilton  that,  in  looking  bt 
his  lost  shep,  he  went  to  the  shearing-camp  of  one  Dean,  and 
there  saw  Dean,  and  had  a  conversation  with  him  about  the 


thay  ara  bat  circamrtaDceB  &am  which  gttOt  ifl  Inlbned,  and 
not  pontiTe  proof  efltablishing  it." 

For  the  errora  disooBsed,  the  judgment  is  rerened  sikd  th* 
oaOBe  remanded,  

Wkoli  OovTsmxiOK  n  AsumsLB  whikb  Fait  su  xmek  Otv^  is 
Brnmiaii  Sm  nota  to  Bvmm  t.  IfUtod;  82  Am.  Deo.  S42.M5;  JTomAmm  t. 
Jfomnp,  89  Id.  Zll. 

AnitiMmuiT  or  DaoLUunon  u  Paw  or  Bn  Ohkk:  Sm  •xtandad 
Mta  to  /■■pb  V.  rnm,  9B  Am.  Dae  01-76;  ^onillONT.  Stale,  10  Am.  Bi^ 
S2,naU2& 

IranunjTXMra  umu  Wkust  or  EmxNOS,  or  mMoming  EuUtoboptwrB^ 
•Mam&MM:  />«pt*T.  Zaiifoa,  7S  Am.  Dae  GOS;  5taf«  t.  Didt,  Wia.4ag, 
and  noU;  ftole  v.  AmU,  ft?  N.  &  3B3. 

FoMamoN  or  Btolim  Pbopkbtt  ab  Btidkkoi  or  L&koziit:  Sm  nots  ts 
J7ajri  T.  OnanomMaWi,  70  Am.  Dee.  44T-4B3i  Stm  r.  Joltamm,  8S  U.  «Mf 
Asplf  T.  f  Nri«,  M  Am.  Bop.  S6;  ^etnoB  v.  Stale,  Bl  Id.  sa&  In  WHgtt 
r.  OmwmmmmU,  SSTa.  ISa,  it  ii  Mid  tlMt  tbonghMsh  g 
pkinad  inkjr  not  faa  0) 


Whitpoed  V,  Stath. 

[HTmzu  Arrmu*,  M.] 
(taoxu  Law— BoBOUKT— Foum  Oowvamoti  war  a.  Bu.  —  Whwa 
» P*'*?  i*  ocnrictad  of  boiglar;  m  k  prinoipal,  lia  b  aHU  liaUo  to  » 
|jM«oaU<m  for  eonipiiw^  to  commit  tlie  nme  bntghrj,  and  tits  oob- 
Tiotion  for  the  bnrgUrr  will  not  Iwr  tlta  proMontkn  for  tba  naamgitmarf 
ander  the  Tom  atktnto  deoUring  thkt  omqincr  is  nmiiplrtn  If  t«« 
or  mora  pencu  pontJTelf  agrM  betwaan  ti»tn»i»».tjimimntt*lm.nU.j^ 
though  ths  bnrgluy  ia  not  oommittad. 

Oerald  Qr^jEn,  tot  the  appellant 

W.  L.  Danidton,  auuAant  attomey-gvMrai,  tot  the  atataw 

Hdbt,  J.  WhiUbrd,  Neiderlnck,  aUtu  Miller,  Bdward  Lfl< 
aod  Frank  Hawkins  were  jointly  indicted  for  cooapiraoy  to 
commit  burglary.  Appellant  Whitford  was  tried  alone,  a 
Beveranoe  being  had,  waa  convicted,  and  appeals  to  thia cotiit. 
Id  bar  to  this  prosecntion,  appellant  interposed  a  plea  at  con- 
viction for  the  borglory.  Upon  motion  of  the  district  attor- 
ney, this  plea  was  stricken  oat,  and  appellant  exoepted. 

Was  the  plea  a  bar,  conceding  it  to  be  tme,  to  the  prosecn- 
tion for  conapiraoy?  Appellant  was  convicted  of  tiM  eab- 
stantJTe  offense,  to  wit,  burglary  as  a  principal,  not  as  an 
accomplice.  Being  placed  on  trial  for  conspiracy  to  commit 
the  same  hnrglary,  will  the  conviction  of  the  borglary  ■•  s 


tbre*  hoNM  from  Um  aams  eUbi«  and  rid*  thom  ou^  of  tba 
city,  wm)  with  a  Ti«w  of  carrying  out  tbia  tni9Ui«l  traiuac- 
iioa  tbaj  ateal  three  Baddies  ttte  oigbt  befom  the  tbefl  of  tha 
boTBee,  cartainl;  a  convictioa  toi  the  theft  of  th«  horses  woold 
not  bar  Ml  indictmBut  Cor  the  theft  of  thfl  saddles;  Mid  thia 
would  be  BO,  though  the  theft  of  the  saddles  was  a  part  o£  the 
same  criminal  trauBactioD. 

Oa  the  other  haad,  let  na  subinit  an  illostration.  Sappoee 
appellant  had  been  wnvicted  of  the  borglary  as  (ui  sccomplie* 
by  proof  of  ttte  very  faots  which  wake  up  the  coqspiracy,  wonid 
a«oh  a  oSDTioti<Hi  bar  an  iitdictment  for  tb»  botgluy?  An 
accwnpUoe  is  one  who  agrees  with  the  prinoipal  ofi^ider  to 
4ud  blip  it)  Dommittiog  the  offense,  though  he  naay  not  haw 
given  hiin  such  aid. 

A,  B,  and  C  Miter  iolo  a  positive  agreement  to  aid  one 
another  in  moidehag  E;  A  oommits  the  murder;  B  and  C 
are  aoDomplioes,^tbe  fact  that  the  agreement  was  poaitive, 
and  that  8«ch  would  aid  in  the  oommiasitm  of  the  ofifenee 
would  not  alter  the  case;  all  not  present  would  be  accom- 
plioes.  But  to  oonriet  B  and  C  as  acoomplioes,  the  state 
would  have  to  rely  npw  the  fiacts  constituting  the  conspiracy. 
This  would  be  BO  in  the  supposed  case,  but  not  in  all  cases, 
by  any  means;  £»  quite  a  number  of  acts  may  ctmstitute  the 
actor  an  aooomplice  which  would  not  technically  constitute 
"  s  conspiracy."  We  would  bc^d  that,  in  the  supposed  case,  a 
conviction  for  the  substantive  offense  as  an  accomplice  would 
bar  as  indi^nent  fi»  the  conq>iracy.  Upon  what  principle? 
-ObviouBly,  upon  ttie  principle  that  a  party  cannot  be  constito- 
TtionaUy  oonvioted  twioe  for  the  same  acts  and  intent 

The  ease  in  hand  does  not  oocnpy  this  attitude.  Appellant 
-was  convicted  of  the  bu^lary  as  a  principal  off^idw,  and 
irhil9  the  eonsiHraoy  may  have  been  addooed  in  evid«Kw  in 
-order  to  eptabUsh  tlie  burglary,  and,  in  oonnectien  with  othm 
facts,  to  ^xtve  the  guilt  of  appellant  as  a  principal,  yet  this 
would  not  be  a  conviction  upon  the  acts  constitating  the  con- 
spiracy. For,  apw  trial  for  an  oSsose,  evidenoes  of  other 
offenses  ie  very  frequently  and  justly  received;  and  because 
proof  of  other  offenses  has  been  drewnupon  to  aid  in  convict- 
ing of  a  certain  crime,  this  fact  doee  not  bar  a  prosecution  fiir 
-the  other  offensea. 

We  are  of  Ofunitm  that,  under  the  facta  of  t^e  ease,  to  wit, 
"that  appellant  was  convicted  as  principal  for  the  burglary, 
that  there  was  no  error  in  sustainiug  the  district  attorney's 


otbw."  n«  MOM  eoDohuuni  an  rsM^td  bjr  llr.  BUbt^  in  hta  weri:  ib 
erimitt*!  kw,  Tth  ed.,  chapter  53^  and  Mctiou  801-BIl,  d  Tolnma  L  Is  O* 
iliwiii^f  iridch  (dUowa,  no  attempt  will  li«  made  to  treat  tb«  aDbject  as  ts 
when  «  party  indicted  (or  the  bigfaer  crima,  with  lofficieiit  allegatitma,  n»j 
ba  convicUd  <A  the  laeter  cfienM^  abown  by  the  proof  to  be  a  part  of  th* 
greater  crimioal  trenaaotian,  but  merely  when  the  leaaar  crime  ia  mogod  er 
obliterated  T>y  tbe  greater,  growing  oot  of  the  nma  act  or  aeriea  of  acta. 

Hkbob  01  CoHiriKict  n  Fklobt.  —  Aa  a  oooapincr  to  commit  a 
felony  ii  cnly  on*  atep  tcrward  the  comptetivi  ot  the  act,  and  ia  only  >  mi>- 
dameanoT,  thebodyof  tha  Amnriean  eMwharofolliwradtbeoldoommon-law 
nle,  that  where  a  party  ia  being  triad  lor  k  eaaqinMy>  and  it  ia  abown  that 
ha  bai  prooeedad  totheaotnaleoaniiMdanaC  a  Many  by  a  tnooeeeion  of  acta, 
the  miademeanor  or  oonapiiaej  ia  mngad,  and  ha  cannot  ba  oonricted.  Ia 
ether  worda,  a  oonapiracy  to  eonmil  a  bi^er  crime  mergee  in  that  crima^  if 
coomiitted,  and  tiio  oonapiiatar  eannot  ba  indiotad  and  poniitwd  for  tha  eon* 
•piiaey  aa  a  dirtinet  cdbnae:  Oommomdtatk  t.  B»g>b¥Tjf,  8  Uaaa.  lOS;  Alali 
T.  llagberrf,  4S  Me.  218;  OonmiymmttIA  ▼.  BlatUitrK,  I  DonD,  4}  Statt  *. 
yoff.  SS  Tt.  416;  PmpU  t.  JfoOer,  4  Woid.  22»-26S;  SI  Am.  X>aB.  1% 
I'wpUr.  BlOardt,  1  Uieb.  S16)  CommtrnwrnOlk -r.  i^wr,  0  Watt*  *  &  MS; 
CbanMMMoM  v.  Dtkmg,  1  Onnt  Cha.  SH;  MOim  >.  Ptopb,  SS  N.  T.  177. 
Whw*  the  crima  ia  n  miadaBteanw  by  the  eonunon  law,  bat  by  itntoto  ia  mada 
a  fekny,  tiie  miademenDor  ii  mar^:  Pwple  t.  KA,  4  Park.  Cr.  SOS-SIS. 
"Dm  nje  aa  matained  by  the  abora  anthcritiea  ia  well  atatadl,  and  ilta  na- 
•mathara[argiTaD.in/ofawM*T.  Ste(e,S8N.J.L.8I2-334tWlMM  Itlaaaidi 
"  U,  therefore^  en  tha  trial  to  a  mjademeana',  it  i^peais  that  tbe  anm*  net  i» 
Tolvaa  a  talcay,  the  prooaadingi  wUl  ba  ainttad;  otharwiae  tha  ttcairietian 
and  jodgment  on  the  teeeer  offenae  may  be  beaded  in  bar  ot  a  pmweentia 
tot  tiie  higher  crime,  and  cfiendais  eaeape  witbcmt  due  punidunent;  bvt  an- 
leea  tt  ^pear*  that  the  iame  aot  isTolrea  both  otttoMt,  tba  le«ar  will  Mit 
merge."  And  again,  in  ./(lAMni  t.  Aate,a9Id.  453-488,  it  U  aaid:  "It  h 
abo  objeotad  to  thi*  reorad,  that  while  it  nuntaina  an  indiotaoait  amd  eonri^ 
turn  toe  a  oon^iraoy  merely,  it  at  the  eame  time  ■diieloeee  and  ehargaa  the 
ootMnimion  of  a  crime  of  mneh  greater  nagnitnde,  via.,  ytiTJvzj,  and  anbon. 
ation  of  perjury,  and  fliat  aa  a  oonaaqnenoe  the  laaaer  cfficua  ia  maqed 
in  Hie  (renter,  and  that  an  indiotment  for  IJw  leaeer,  which  ""*»*'"  cm  ile 
faoa  an  allt^atian  and  charge  ahowing  Uie  oommiaaion  ot  tba  greater,  la  faa^ 
■nd  will  not  be  nutained,  Snoh  haa  dcnbtleaa  long  baan  the  lair,  and  it 
•honld  be  applied  to  thit  caae  if  it  oomca  within  the  prino^ile>  nia  law  in 
tbia  reipact  reata,  I  preacme,  on  the  very  wdl^atnbliahad  prinoipl^  tliat  a 
peraon  cannot  be  twioe  tiied  (or  tiie  aame  oSenaai  and  it  would  ba  nnjoat  to 
the  pnblio,  and  ccmfaary  to  ita  policy,  to  permit  a  petaim  to  ba  indicted  and 
convicted  of  tome  tmall  (denae  which  mi^it  ba  oarred  ont  of  auna  pnrtio> 
nlar  tranaaotian  inrtdving  crime  of  the  Tery  hj^teat  grada^  andthaa  eaeape 
almost  entirely  the  pnnialunent  to  whieli  by  law  he  wae  amepahle  "  ne 
doctrine^  howerer,  haa  been  ezpreaaly  repsdiated  in  Ib^land,  whanitiaheU 
that  on  an  indictment  tor  oonapiracy,  which  ia  a  miademeancc,  it  i*  no  gronnd 
for  an  aoqoittal  that  the  ovidenoe  neoeaeary  to  prove  the  Laaaar  crime  alao 
(howa  that  it  ii  part  of  a  felony,  and  that  the  felony  hae  bean  committed. 
Tbna  upon  an  indictment  for  coiupiraey  to  oommit  larceny,  and  cbtrffng 
that  in  pnranance  of  that  conipiraoy  the  laroeny  bad  been  MNomitted,  tha 
accnaed  ia  not  entitled  to  acquittal,  though  the  erideoce  ahowe  that  be  waa 
guilty  ol  tilcmy,  the  conipiTacy  pn>ved  making  bim  acoeasaiy  bef  oi«  the  fact 
ti  till)  fLlony,  orerime  of  larceny:  Ktginav.  Button,  U  Q.  B.  929;  SColCa 
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CkvBAi.  Law.  —  Iir  Txuia  nm  HiiKDra,  0m  eont,  ia  tefaniatlBg  Om 
isrf,  Bm%  npldn  the  hgil  raaani&g  ol  tt*  wctda  "wSfaQr"  and 
"mtlieiouly.'* 

OramAL  I^w.  — Ijt  Taut,  iok  HAimfa,  sntUoM  which  trnda  to  rikow 
that  the  violent  injoi;  inflictod  vm  not  ccanmittod  with  •  "  wQUkl  aad 
nulicioQi "  intent,  within  lh«  UgU  meaaing  of  mcfa  w  '  ~ 
and  to  reject  it  ia  uat«ria]  ennr. 

OUMiNAi.  Law.  —  Eacb  Covsmu-n*  a  Rnromixu  i 

Don  by  hit  oonfedontaa  irtiich  ftdlowa  inejdwitally  in  tfae 
tha  oommoo  deaign,  a*  one  of  iti  natnnl  and  pcohaUs  o 
aren  tbon^  it  was  not  intandad  aa  a  part  of  tha  onginal  dangn  or  ocaa- 
nuB  plan.  If  tb«  act  ia  tha  trfnary  and  prohaUe  effect  of  tha  wroogfal 
aot  apeddoallj  agcaad  npstt,  ao  that  Aa  eoaneotioa  batween  tfaau  aay 
ba  raaaooaUr  ^pan^  aad  not »  fraah  asd  indepwd«it  prod^ot  of  tfaa 
mind  of  aoa  of  the  eoafednatea  oafabda  of  and  fiaaipi  to  tba  ao^BMa 
daaipi,  all  an  c( 

ChDOMAI,  Law  — 

dcaa  byam 

a  of  tha  oaaamoa  daaigi^  ao  aa  to  naka  Inaigail^aaKpar- 


OanaMAL  Law— Uadom  a  Qui'MW  torn  Jrar.— Btting  off  «  foatiaa 
of  tha  utaMhar  of  k  maa'a  bodj  ia  not  naoMMMrily  ■aiiiiiim.  and  tka  J*^ 
■oat  dataisina  whath»'  tha  Bwbir  wia  aatojmdMtaaahcliBtUr 
daprira  tha  fa]Mwd  party  otH^  aad  au—titoto  tha  MtMfc 

P.  P.  Normood,  for  Uie  a^eUant 

W.  L.  Davidtontomttant  attortuyifen«raif  Sat  ii»  nepoadvA. 

WnxsoH,  J.  To  constitute  the  ofleoBe  of  maiming,  the  act 
mnat  be  done  both  willfully  aod  nalicioosly.  A  willfol  act 
ii  one  committed  with  an  evil  intent,  with  tagtX  malice,  witb- 
oat  reMonable  ground  fbr  beltering  the  act  to  be  lawfij],  asd 
without  legal  jnstiScatioQ.  A  maUcioos  act  ia  one  committed 
in  a  Btata  of  mind  which  shows  a  heart  regardless  of  social 
du^  and  Catally  bent  oa  ouachief;  s  wioogfol  act  intentioD* 
ally  done,  withont  legat  jmti&oatiofl  orexense. 

In  trials  for  this  offense,  the  legal  significatioa  of  the  wcrda 
"willfully"  and  "maliciously,"  must  be  explained  to  the  jury: 
Willaon's  Texas  Criminal  Laws,  sees.  876, 877.  This,  we  think, 
was  Buhfltantially  and  sufficiently  done  iu  this  case.  But 
we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  court  committed  a  material  et- 
ror  Iq  Fleeting  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses  Ledbetter  and 
Foster,  offered  by  the  defendant  for  the  purpose  of  ahowiug, 
or  as  tending  to  show,  that  the  violence  inSicted  upon  the  in- 
jured party  was  not  inflicted  willfully  and  maliciously,  within 
the  legal  signification  of  those  terms.  We  think  the  rejected 
teetimouy  was  pertinent  to  the  issue  of  intent,  and  that  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  bare  it  plaoed  before  the  jury  fix 
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iptepdBd  $M  a  pMt  of  tha  original  deeign  or  oommon  plan.  In 
<itber  words,  the  act  must  be  the  ordinary  aod  probable  eSi.-ct 
of  the  wroDgfal  act  specifically  agmed  on,  so  that  the  con- 
vection between  them  may  be  reasonably  apparent,  and  not 
«  freeh  and  independent  product  of  the  mind  of  one  of  the 
•confederates  ontside  of  or  foreign  to  the  common  design:  I 
Wbarton'a  Crim.  Law,  9th  ed.,  seca.  214-220,  897;  1  Bishop's 
<:rim.  Law,  7th  ed.,  sees.  640,  641;  Lam6  v.  PeopU,  96  111.  73; 
JivUff  T.  PeopU,  45  N.  Y.  213;  Thompson  v.  StaU,  25  Ala.  41; 
I'rani  v.  Slate,  27  Id.  87;  WiUiamg  v.  State,  83  Id.  16;  Kirhy 
■V.  Slate,  23  Tex.  App.  13.  The  last-cited  case  is  not  in  con- 
vict with  the  role  as  abore  stated,  bat  ia  in  perfect  harmony 
with  it,  when  viewed  with  reference  to  the  facta  before  the 
-coort. 

Kow,  the  rule  being  as  we  have  stated  it  to  be,  the  responsi- 
bility of  the  defendant  for  the  said  act  of  Estee  depends  upon 
'the  aolntion  of  another  queBtion;  that  is,  was  the  act  of  Estes 
in  biting  Dannby's  thumb  the  ordinary  and  probable  effect  of 
the  wrongful  act  of  attempting  to  whip  Dansby  with  a  leather 
■Strap?  or  was  it  a  fresh  and  independent  product  of  the  mind 
-of  Estes,  outside  of  or  foreign  to  the  comm(m  design?  If  the 
former,  the  defendant  is  responsible  for  the  act;  but  if  the 
latter,  he  is  not  responsible  for  it.  How  must  this  queetioti 
be  solved?  By  the  jury  alone.  It  is  a  question  of  fact,  and 
within  the  exclusiTe  province  of  the  jury. 

In  the  reoent  and  celebrated  ease  of  Spiet  v.  People,  122  BL 
1,  3  Am.  8t.  Rep.  320,  the  court  said:  "Whether  or  not  the  act 
-done  t^  a  member  of  a  conspiracy  naturally  flowed  from  and 
was  done  in  furtherance  of  the  common  design,  are  questions 
of  fact  for  the  jury."  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  court 
■erred  in  not  submitting  the  question  above  stated  to  the  jury, 
Accompanied  by  proper  instructions  explaining  the  rules  of 
the  law  hereinbefore  announced.  This  phase  of  the  case  as 
made  by  the  evidence  was  not  covered  by  the  charge.  De- 
fendant's counsel  requested  a  special  charge  relating  to  it. 
-which,  although  not  full  and  accurate,  was  suCScient  to  direct 
-the  attention  of  the  court  specially  to  the  issue. 

Another  issue  which  ehoidd  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury 
il,  whether  the  injury  inflicted  on  Dansby's  thumb  constituted 
tnsiming.  Biting  off  a  portion  of  a  member  of  the  body  is  not 
aeoL'f^.irily  U]:!i(i:'ng.  It  should  be  left  to  the  jury  to  deter- 
mine in  all  such  cases  whether  the  member  was  60  injured 
as  to  Bubatantially  deprive  the  injured  party  of  it:  Willeon'g 
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T«i  null  ■■■Kill  MM  SvxDtHcn — iRSTRVcnon.— Whirtt  defwidMit  ham 
eonteMd  that  he  cnteKd  a  hoote  with  intent  to  itoal  tfaeraEroniy  coovio- 
tkm  it  not  aonght^  or  wholly  f  oonded  on  circnmataatiil  ovidenoe,  and  it 
ia  not  nocoMary  to  inatniot  aa  to  oircamitantial  eWdanda. 

JuMUUBRT  wxtx  HOT  BV  RxvsBSSD  wfaore  tii0  ovidaaoo  of  gdSHt^  fkoti^  not 
•ntirely  free  from  doabt^  ia  atiU  legally  aoiBc&BBt  to  raflHii  tha  ]ii4f- 
mant  of  conTiotioii. 

]2a>icTMBifT  and  cooTietion  for  bnrgUry. 

Sima  and  Wrightj  for  the  appeUant. 

W.  L,  Davidmmj  4Uit$iani  aHofney-generalj  kit  the  ststa. 

WnxsoN,  J.  At  the  time  of  the  commianon  of  the  gflhng^ 
the  e^deDoe  showe  that  the  defendant  wm  orer  line  bat  un- 
der thirteeit  jeari  df  age.  Hi»  nonage  being  ^MiftlfiriMi,  ti» 
harden  devolved  upon  the  state,  in  order  to  Bubject  him  to 
punishment,  to  prove  that  at  tbe  time  he  committed  the  of- 
fense, if  he  did  commit  it,  he  understood  the  nature  and  ille* 
gality  of  the  act.  Proof  that  he  knew  the  difference  between 
good  and  evil,  or  that  he  was  posseMed^of  the  intelligence  of 
ordinary  boys  of  his  age,  does  not  fill  the  requirements  of  the 
law.  It  must  be  shown  that  he  had  sulBd^t  ct&crdfion  to 
understand  the  nature  and  illegality  of  the  particular  act  con* 
■tituting  the  criaoe. 

It  iff  not  required  that  proof  of  disorvtkm  sh<mld  bcr  nmde 
by  direct  and  positive  testimony.  In  most  instances,  ci^ctun- 
stances  of  education,  habits  of  life,  general  character,  moral 
and  religious  instructions,  and  oftentimea  the  ciroumfltencetf 
connected  with  ti>e  oftnse  charged,  will  be  suffioient  to  eattafr 
the  jury  that  the  defendant  had  the  discrstian  required  to  ten- 
der him  responsible  for  the  crime:  Willson's  Texas  Criminal 
Laws,  sees.  71-74. 

On  the  trial  of  this  case  the  comt^  over  tiieobjection9<tf  tfa# 
defendant,  permitted  several  witnesses  to  state  their  opfnions 
as  to  the  discretion  of  the  defendant,  and  these  rulings  of  the 
court  are  presented  for  revision  by  proper  bill  of  exception, 
and  insisted  upon  as  error.  The  precise  question  thoa  |m- 
sented  has  never  been  directly  adjudicated  by  the  courts  d^ 
last  resort  in  this  state.  A  familiar  general  rule  of  evidence 
is,  that  witnesses  can  only  speak  as  to  facts,  and  cannot  be 
permitted  to  state  their  belief  or  opinions.  But  to  this  general 
rule  there  are  well-setUed  exceptions,  one  of  which  is,  that 
where  the  issue  is  as  to  the  sanity  of  a  person,  even  witnesses 
who  are  not  experts  are  permitted  to  state  their  opinions  and 
conclusions  upon  the  facts  to  which  they  testify:  WiUaen's 
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the  oonviotioa  was  sought  or  wholly  fonnded  opon  circa  m- 
stantial  evidence,  and  it  was  not  neceBsary,  therefore,  that  the 
court  should  instruct  the  jury  with  regard  to  circumstantial 
evidence. 

We  have  given  this  case  a  careful  consideration^  and  we 
find  no  reversible  error  disclosed  in  the  record.  While  tbe  evi- 
dence of  defendant's  guilt  cannot  be  said  to  be  entirely  free 
from  suspicion  and  doubt,  still  it  must  be  regarded  as  l^^ally 
aufficient  to  support  the  conviction.  The  judgment  is  there- 
fore afSrmed.  

Capacitt  or  Infant  to  OomciT  Gsmx:  See  extendad  note  to  Ootf/wwi^  ▼• 
S$ale,  70  Am.  Dae  496^499;  Hdbnm  v.  Staie,  4  Am.  St.  Bap.  807.  aod 

OnmoN  AS  Evmnrcs  Obnxka£LT:  Saa  TWenf  v.  SkOe,  ohU,  p.  682; 
eMaa  eitad  innota. 

Oo«vBnioira»  when  Apimiimif.B  as  VoLUVTAEr:  Saa  iVeppbv.  jyihi,  1 
Am.  St  Bap.  601,  and aota;  Brvmrnw.  Siale^Zld.  662;  aadooba. 

Whirb  It  AnnuBS  ibok  Canwmmw,  or  cihar  avidnoa^  Itefe  apartd 
tiia  oonf aaaioa  la  iiiitni%  aaoh  part  maj  ba  dli^giffdadi 
naiittft,  SS  Am.  Dao.  96S. 
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CmmiAL  Law.— BaoaiiT  PossnsiON  ov  Srounr  Paomnnr  ia  ne*  paai- 
tiva  aridanaa  of  theft;  it  is  only  a  eiroomatanoa  tandnig  to  aateUiah  it; 
and  wfaara  tha  casa  dapa&da  upon  raoant  poasoMion,  it  ia  ona  of  cirmm* 
•taatial  evidanoa,  and  tha  law  praaanting  that  chametar  of  oaaa  mnat  ba 
aabmitted  to  tha  Jury.  To  omit  to  do  ao  ia  arror;  toit  whilat»  under  cer- 
tain oonditiona,  raoant  poaaaasion  wiU  aapport  a  eonviotiim  for  thaft»  it 
ia»  in  oonneetion  with  tha  other  ooaditiona,  only  ona  of  tha  cirenmataDaai 
from  which  guilt  ia  inferred. 

lb.  — PoeaxssiON  oi  Pbopkbtt  Bbointlt  Stolsn — PBBsoKPTioir — Ques- 
tion lOB  JtTBT.  — When  party,  in  whoae  exdnaiTa  poaaeiaion  property 
raoently  stolen  ia  fonnd,  fails  raaaonably  to  account  for  his  ponseaeion 
when  called  upon,  or  when  tha  facta  aro  snoh  aa  to  reqniro  of  him  an  ex- 
planation, the  presumption  of  guilt  arising  from  the  recent  loss  and  pos- 
saasion  will  warrant  conviction  without  further  proof.  But  in  auch  caae^ 
tha  jury  must  be  explicitly  instructed  that,  unless  they  find  that  such 
possession  was  recent,  they  will  indulge  no  preaumption  of  guilt  becansa 
of  the  fact  that  defendant  waa  found  with  such  property  in  hia  pcases- 
sion. 

in.  —  iNgTBconoNS.  —To  Oonvigt  of  Tbut,  it  must  be  shown  that  de- 
fendant had  soma  connection  with  or  complicity  in  the  original  takiag 
of  the  property.  Proof  that  subsequently  and  without  complicity,  but 
with  knowledge  that  the  property  was  stoleu,  he  aided  the  taker  to  dis* 
pcaa  of  it,  will  not  warrant  conviction;  hence  the  jury  ahould  ba  ia- 
atructed  that,  in  order  to  convict,  they  must  believe,  beyond  a  raasooaUs 


WillMKi'B  TexasCriminal  Ltwe,  sec.  1299;  SOmUM^.  StaU,Vi 
Tex.  App.  808. 

BcdDg  a  case  of  circDnutantial  evidence,  it  was  error  in  th« 
court  to  omit  to  charge,  and  was  error  to  rehue  the  epedal 
requested  instructione  to  the  jury  with  regard  to  the  law  gov- 
erning euch  character  of  cases.  With  regard  to  recent  poeses- 
aion,  in  general  terms  the  rule  is,  that  if  a  party,  in  whose 
exclnsive  poesession  property  recently  stolen  is  found,  Eatls 
reasonably  to  Bocoant  for  his  possession  when  called  upon  to 
explain,  or  when  the  facts  are  such  as  to  require  of  him  an 
explanation,  the  presumption  of  guilt  arising  from  recent  loss 
and  poeseesioo  will  warrant  a  conviction  witbout  the  neoeBsitf 
of  Airther  proof:  RMnaon  v.  StaU,  22  Tex.  A|^.  690;  Will- 
fton's  Texas  Criminal  Laws,  sees.  1296,  ISOO. 

lu  such  a  case,  however,  it  should  be  left  to  the  jury,  under 
proper  inttructiocs,  to  determine  the  questicHi  of  recent  po^ 
Msaioa,  and  they  should  be  explicitly  instructed  that,  unlesi 
tbey  found  such  possession  was  recent,  they  would  indulge  no 
preeumption  of  deCandant'a  guilt  because  of  the  &ct  of  hif 
being  found  io  possession  of  tiie  property:  Bragg  y.  StaU,  17 
Tex.  App.  219i  Cwiinv.  StaU,  23  Id.  681;  McCoy  v.  State,  44 
Tex.  316;  Willson's  Texas  Criminal  Laws,  see.  1306.  The 
court  omitted  any  charge  apoa  this  branch  of  the  law  of  the 
case,  and  refused  a  special  requested  instniotion  calling  atteo- 
tion  to  the  matter. 

As  stated  above,  there  was  no  direct  evidence  as  to  the  (wigi- 
ual  taking  of  the  animal.  It  seems  quite  clear,  however,  that 
the  defendants  had  every  reason  to  know  and  believe  that  Um 
cow  was  stolen  when  they  changed  her  mark  and  brand,  and 
when  they  received  hei  into  their  possesaion;  and  it  does 
appear  to  us  that  much  trouble  encountered  by  the  [Hroeeoa- 
tioQ  might  have  been  avoided  by  trying  the  defendants  ss 
reccdvers  of  stolen  property,  under  article  743  of  the  Penal 
Code,  or  perhaps  better  still,  for  altering  and  defacing  the 
mark  and  brand,  oe  provided  in  article  760,  Penal  Code;  both 
of  which  offenses  are  punishable  as  is  theft.  The  presecntioo, 
however,  being  for  theft,  and  it  being  absolutely  esBential  in 
eupport  of  that  charge  to  connect  the  defendant  with  the 
original  taking,  to  warrant  his  conviction,  without  such  proof 
of  connection  any  subsequent  guilty  connection  with  the 
stolen  aninial,  such  as  a  receiver  of  the  same,  or  as  the  party 
who  had  illegally  altered  the  mark  and  braod,  would  not  bs 
sufficient  to  warrant  the  ctmviction  for  theft. 
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<v  theft  Ai  to  the  origmal  taking,  the  accomplioe  himeelf 
profeeeed  to  know  nothing  of  it  It  is  a  seriooB  question, 
which  we  do  not  feel  called  upon  now  to  answer,  as  to  whether 
the  corroboration  in  this  case  is  of  a  character  such  as  ia  con- 
templated  by  and  woold  be  held  sufficient  under  the  statute 
as  to  the  main  fact  charged  in  this  case:  Roach  t.  Suue^  8 
Tex.  App.  478;  Harper  ▼.  StaU^  11  Id.  1;  Dunn  y.  State,  15 
Id.  560.  It  certainly  is  not  sufficiently  condusiYe,  without 
proof  aliunde  of  the  main  fact, — which  fact,  it  is  true,  may  be 
established  by  the  recent  possession,  unexplained,  of  the  atolea 
property. 

For  the  errors  we  hare  pointed  out,  the  judgment  will  be 
reyersed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 


PossnuoN  or  RmsTLT  Stolsh  PBomtTT  ss  eTidaneo  of  gidlt^ 
for  tlM  Jury:  iSTtml  t.  CornmomMolth,  70  Am.  Deo.  4i7;  Sioekmm  ▼.  SiaU, 
amie^  p.  SOA,  and  note  896.  Thb  prindpal  oaae  is  dtod  in  Eomero  t.  Simig,  25 
Tex.  App.  aeSb  and  JfotibdbT.  Siait,  26  Id.  SSS,  to  the  point  thatpoMH— iim 
of  pioperiy,  to  raise  the  preeamption  of  gnili^  mart  be  reoent  and  imer- 
plained,  when  an  sxplanation  ia  neoeasaiy.  Remote  poaeeenon  does  not 
■noh  pieaamption,  nor  oall  for  an  explanation. 

EvuiMSCB  or  Aooi>iiPLio%  whether  mnat  be  oomborated  te  anpport 
▼iotion:  8eo  BkMif  t.  StaUt  <i|^ra,  and  note 

Unoobboboeatxd  TsBTUOinr  or  Aocxmruci  n  IssumanDrr  to  Jusnrr 
CoNYionoN:  8eo  note  te  CcnamomnmaUk  t.  FHo$^  71  Abl  Deo.  071-978;  Pte> 
TpU  ▼.  Kroher^  1  Abl  St  Rep.  66;  Bmrnihard  t.  Btate^  76  Ga.  613;  ffiniia^yv. 
^«af0^  k^TO.  And  oonobontiony  to  render  oooTiotiin  JnatifiaUi^  most  be  «f 
matten  material  tetbeiMoei  iSltafeT.  (%d  OSUoA  82  Mo.  S86w 


Blakbly  V.  Statb. 

[M  TBXAS  AmALS,  610.] 

OUMDiAi.  L4W.  —  AooHBAaT  IB  One  wluH  knowing  tint  aa 

oommittedy  oopceala  the  ofiander,  or  givea  him  any  otiiw  aid  im  oopder 
that  he  may  evade  arrest  or  trial*  or  the  execution  of  aentenoe.  Bat  no 
person  who  aids  an  offender  in  making  or  preparing  a  defoDse^  or  pio- 
oores  him  to  be  bailed,  though  he  afterwards  escape,  is  an  nnneasaiy  nn- 
der  the  Penal  Code  of  Texaa. 

OsiiiiHiii  Law.  —To  OoNTOTOTa  Ova  AoovBaar,  he  need  only  aid  the 
criminal  to  eaoape  arrest  and  proseontion;  it  is  not  neceHSiy  that  be  aid 
him  to  effeot  his  personal  escape  or  concealment. 

Obdomal  Law.  — Om  Makxs  Htmhw.t  Aoobssaxt  to  mnrder,  who  imme- 
diately after  the  bomioide  held  a  priyate  oonvoi-sation  with  the  mnzdater, 
after  which  the  latter  departed,  and  the  accessary  told  the  only  witneasss 
present  that  they  must  swear  to  acertain  fabricatedstete  of  facte  at  the 
inquest,  so  as  to  make  it  appear  that  the  killing  was  JnstifinUe  in  aaif- 
defense,  and  so  that  the  murderer  would  be  exonerated  entirely^  or  pnt 
npon  a  very  light  bond  to  answer  the  charge. 
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At  appellant's  trial  in  the  court  below,  the  matters  proved 
in  behalf  of  the  prosecution  to  establish  the  crime  alleged 
urere  objected  to  by  defendant  both  as  irrelevant  and  insuffi- 
cient to  the  issue.  It  is  insisted  that  the  facts  permitted  to 
be  proven  did  not  go  to  show  either  that  defendant  oonoealed 
May,  or  that  he  gave  him  aid  such  as  to  enable  him  to  evade 
an  arrest  or  trial. 

In  brief,  the  facts  proven  were,  that,  immediately  after  the 
Ibomicide,  this  defendant  and  May  went  off  to  themselves  and 
bad  a  private  conversation,  after  which  May  mounted  a  hone 
4tnd  rode  off.    Defendant  Blakely  then  told  the  only  other  two 
iparties  who  were  present  that  they  must  swear  before  the  corch 
cier's  jury  to  a  certain  state  of  facts,  which  he  then  and  there 
'detailed,  and  that  if  they  did  so  it  would  appear  to  said  juiy, 
4ind  they  would  so  find,  that  May  was  justifiable  in  eelf-defense 
in  killing  Daffin,  and  he  would  either  be  exonerated  entirely 
<or  put  upon  a  very  light  bond  to  answer  the  charge.     Acting 
upon  these  suggestioos,  and  through  fear  of  May  and  defend- 
ant, the  two  witnesses  did,  at  the  coroner's  inquest,  swear,  as 
<lid  also  Blakely,  to  the  fabricated  statement  of  the  occur- 
flrence  as  devised  by  Blakely,  and  the  result,  as  anticipated  by 
Slakely,  was,  that  May  was  subsequently  placed  under  a  nomi- 
nal bond,  and  that  the  grand  jury  for  several  terms  of  the  dis- 
vtrict  court  thereafter  failed  to  indict  him  for  the  murder,  and 
fhe  was  only  indicted  after  it  leaked  out  and  was  ascertained 
that  the  testimony  given  by  the  witnesses  at  the  inquest  waa 
iolse  and  perjured.    On  May's  trial  under  indictment  for  the 
murder,  the  two  witnesses  who  had  sworn  on  the  inquest  to 
the  fabricated  statement  of  Blakely  testified  that  they  had 
sworn  Calsely,  and  developed  the  reasons  and  induoements 
causing  them  to  do  so.    They  also  stated,  as  they  declared 
truthfully,  the  facts  attendant  upon  the  homicide  as  they 
actually  did  occur,  and  upon  this  their  testimony,  corrobo- 
rated as  it  was  by  other  evidence,  May  was  convicted  of  mur- 
der of  the  first  degree,  and  his  punishment  was  affixed  by  the 
verdict  and  judgment  of  the  court  at  a  term  of  seventy-five 
years  in  the  penitentiary, — which  judgment  on  appeal  was 
afterwards  affirmed  by  this  court:  May  v.  Siate^  23  Tex.  App. 
146. 

It  is  perhaps  necessary  that  we  should  further  state  that 
.after  the  conversation  between  May  and  defendant  immedi- 
:atcly  following  upon  the  killing,  and  after  he  had  mounted  a 
liorse  and  ridden  off,  as  above  stated,  May  did  not  appear  at 


QOt  deetioy  dot  affect  hia  relation  to  the  mnider  aa  au  accea- 
sary;  it  vas  simply  a  qaeation  with  the  proeecution  aa  to 
trhloh  of  the  offenws  he  shonld  be  tried  for.  We  have  dis- 
eaaeed  thie  branch  of  the  caae  thus  lengthily  because  of  tba 
SmcI  that  oar  statute  aa  to  acceasariea  has  never  before  beea 
directly  construed.  The  dispoeition  of  the  case,  however,  on 
this  appeal  must  turn  upon  another  question. 

The  main  issue  in  this  caae,  in  eo  fiu*  as  this  defendant  was 
eoDcemed,  is,  Did  defendant  fabricate  the  testimony?  and  did 
he  induce  the  two  witnesses,  Nelson  and  Henderson,  to  swear 
to  the  same  before  the  coroner's  inquest?  This  question  is  the 
all-important  one,  and  it  is  the  primary  one  requisite  in  the 
establishment  of  hia  guilt  aa  accessary  to  the  murder.  WiUt- 
out  that  essential  fact  being  ascertained  positively  and  con- 
clasively,  his  guilt  is  not  established. 

Now,  it  is  in  proof  that  defendant  and  these  two  witnesses 
were  alone  present  when  the  matters  transpired  with  regard 
to  the  fabricated  statement  about  which  they  have  testified; 
that  is,  that  he  told  them  what  they  should  swear,  and  io- 
duoed  them  to  swear  it.  In  agreeing  to  do  so,  and  in  doing 
BO,  no  matter  what  the  motive,  they  made  themselTea  accom-. 
plioea,  or  particept  criminia  in  Uie  oSense  which  was  committed 
by  their  blse  testimony.  If  a  witness  implicates  himself  it 
is  immaterial  that  he  claims  to  have  been  coerced:  Davit  v. 
StaU,  2  Tex.  App.  588;  Freeman  v.  SlaU,  11  Id.  92.  Our  stet- 
ute  declares  that  "a  conviction  cannot  be  had  upon  the  testi- 
mony of  an  accomplice,  unless  corroborated  by  other  evidence 
tending  to  connect  the  defendant  with  the  offense  committed; 
and  the  corroboration  is  not  sufficient  if  it  merely  shows  the 
commission  of  the  ofTeose":  Code  Crim.  Proc.,  art.  741. 

It  is  well  settled  that  a  conviction  cannot  be  had  upon  the 
uncorroborated  testimony  of  two  or  more  accomplices:  Roberti 
V.  Slate,  44  Tex.  119;  Carroll  v.  State,  3  Tex.  App.  117;  Heath 
T.  State,  7  Id.  464.  One  accomplice  cannot  corroborate  hint 
self:  Hanndkan  v.  State,  7  Id.  664;  and  the  evidence  of  one 
accomplice  cannot  be  corroborated  by  that  of  another:  Seath 
V.  State,  7  Id.  464;  Gotualet  v.  StaU,  9  Id.  874;  PhiUipt  v. 
StaU,  17  Id.  169. 

Oatside  the  accomplice  testimony  of  the  two  witnesses,  there 
is  no  evidence  that  defendant  fabricated  and  procured  and  in- 
duced them  to  testify  to  the  same  on  the  coroner's  inquest. 
No  one  else  was  present  and  heard  him  tell  tbem  so,  or  saw 
him  when  the  purported  statement  was  made  to  them  by  de- 
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AmDAVIXB. 

b  81  BumuLDT  OonFUAjrai  wm  Sdiiifuu  PMyvmni  that  all 
▼Hi  '^ahall  be  in  wntSng,  and  aigned  by  the  party  maUii^  tfaa 
that  theaignatue  of  the  affiant,  instead  of  being  afiaadbaioirttn  body 
of  Hie  affidafit^  and  above  the  jnrat^  appean  beloir  Hie  eflkial  algnafnn 
ofttenotaiy.    Eokny.  iraa)her»  S8. 

See  Ati!A(Uhmjuii%  L 

AoraroT. 

1.  Wntftir  AmnoBirr,  wnv  KMWiAsr.  — Under  Akbaan  atateta  ef 
fanda  (Code  of  1876^  aae.  Sltf),  no  legal  titb  to  knda  will  paaa  by  er 
nnder  a  eontraot  made  with  an  agents  vnleaa  tim  agent  hae  **a  nilHin 
wtherity."    AUbmnaG.8.Ii.E.Oikw.8tmlkSN.M.B.<h.,40h 

%  AiavouoH  A00T  or  Ckxuonixioir  cam  Cosrsr  No  Ln4L  Tizls  to 
Lam  vnleaa  Ida  antherity  ia  in  wiitini^  yet  the  direetara  or  gapfonilBg 
body  may  eo  aot  aa  to  eatop  themwJTBa  from  denying  tiie  wriatenoo  e( 
aooh  written  anthority,  and  thna  oieate  an  eqnitahia  eatoppel  in  pak;  mm, 
where  the  agent  aoted  openly  and  notorioaalyy  and  the  oocpotaitifla  far 
fr  Iflfng  tf me  aoqiiioeood  in  bit  acta.    Id. 

&  AuTHOUTi  TO  AoxvT  TO  SiLL  Lahd  foT  otto  half  eaah,  and  the  other 
half  "payable  on  or  before  one  yeary^antliorima  a  aale  for  one  half  ooai^ 
and  the  other  half  "payable  in  one  year,"  and  the  prindpal  ia  bannd 
therel^.  In  either  case  the  Tondor  woold  be  entitled  to  demand  pey- 
ment  in  one  yeer,  and  not  before.    DeaUm  t.  Umckrwood^  827. 

4  AonvT  AmniOBisBD  bt  PuvoirAii  io  Sell  Lima'a  Lavd  tool  Sfbo- 
WIMD  Kit  Sttm,  and  to  leoeiTe  for  his  eervioee  all  above  that  aom  for 
wliieh  he  might  sell,  is  bound  to  diMloee  to  his  prindpal  a  fact  in  the 
condition  of  the  land  increaaing  ita  value  which  he  afterwards  leam^ 
and  of  which  his  pnnoipal  waa  ignorant  iHien  he  fixed  the  price;  and  a 
eale  by  him  on  the  basis  of  the  aom  fixed,  without  giving  such  inforaia- 
tion,  is  a  fraud.  And  the  pnrdiaaer  being  oogniaant  of  the  fiand,  the 
principal,  in  order  to  rescind  the  sale,  need  tender  a  retnm  of  only  wiial 
he  received,  and  need  not  indnde  in  the  tender  what  the  agent  reoeived 
and  retained.    Hagenm^fer  ▼.  Marh,  808. 

t,  RAinncATiON  or  CoNmAcr  Efubkd  into  bt  Psbson  AcixHa  aa  Aosn; 
SUT  wiTBOOT  AuTBORRT  80  TO  Do,  made  by  the  pereon  for  ^Hiom  he 
assomed  to  act  aa  principal,  cannot  validate  the  contract  eo  aa  to  bnid 
the  other  contracting  party  without  hie  assent.  AUoe  r.  JSiarCMomeiB^  101 

••  Tbsiui  oak  u  No  Ratdioatioh  of  FbBGXD  PBomasoaT  Kon  whioh  csn 

be  held  binding  npon  person  whose  name  waa  foiged,  in  the  abeenee  d 

•    an  estoppel  in  pak,  or  without  a  new  consideration  lor  the 

Henty  ▼.  HeA,  618. 


I.  It  to  Bot  Nqatatt*  to  ifat  nliditjr  of  a  lary  of  iIIhIiimiiI  m  m) 
«iiti   thri  tte  ««Mr  iboold  go  npon  tb*  had,  w  Into  ito  viotaitr, 

in  mkking  tba  Iflvy.  lb*  liaa  Mqnind  npoo  pnjyrij  ■Wohad  d>tM 
from  tha  tims  th*  offlow  indonM  Um  ler;  co  the  wiit;  and  witlMBt 
■■di  indOTwrnaat  tlM  levy  U  invalid,  wbaMver  other  acta  m^  has* 
b«m  porfoznMd  by  Um  offloer  in  miVing  it.      Biordam  t.  AritlM^  S7- 

4.  J^TT  DHDBK  WsR  or  Attaghmkr  n  noi  Void  ai  taumr  Atn» 
XOS  CLUMIva  wuW  a  Jnnioc  attaohmi^  bBcaaaa  of  as  liiaaflh  Jwil 
daMriptioa  of  tha  pcopw^,  tb«  daaoriptioB  girea  at  Ua  tuaa  tlM  Urj 
waa  iadonad  vpoo  tha  writ  and  iignad  bj  tha  offiaac  baiii^  '*alaa 
■taadwaaa  and  lota,"  it  baing  oonelnuTelj  abmm  that  tha  at(an«T  Im 
tha  Janiof  attxJiing  enditor  wall  knew  what  propar^  waa  intendad 
to  ba,  aad  aotaally  wa«^  lariad  oil     fd. 

I.  JjMM  Of  ATTAOBMXtn  a  ROT  FcnmnD  bt  Dmux  or  BtuMiaa 
Wan,  which  waa  iaanwl  in  Fabnary,  168%  and  ratnnad  ia  Jaimaty, 
1883;  it  ^paaring  that  tha  attomayi  for  IW  aHaiiliiiijt  oadibar  aaad  da* 
diliganaaaiidinadarapaataddlbctitopMVfatbaTotainofthawiiL  td. 

C  Osoaa  DmcmAMaam  Oasitibhib  ok  Kuuutbiv  d  vot  a  Bax  to  aa  aotiaa 
■pan  tha  JndgnM&t,  wharaby  it  ia  aooght  to  raaoh  i«al  wtato,  tba  titla 
to  whioh  ia  in  tha  gamidie^  to  whom  it  ia  allagad  to  hare  ba«t  ook- 
vafad  in  fraad  of  oiaditaca.  A  garoiiJiiDWit  (rooaediag  nader  tha  Iowa 
Ooda^  aadiona  2960  aad  2988,  ia  antuoly  dirtowt  from  and  doaa  not  in> 
votro  tho  aame  qnaatioa  aa  nA  action  on  tha  Jndgmant,  nor  ia  it  !>• 
tMdad  to  naeb  nal  aatat^  or  to  wanant  a  monaj  jodgmcnt  foe  ifaa  tb1d« 

ATIORNSyS  AT  LAW. 
L  Oaurana  ia  Bam  bt  ax  Axiaunr  at  Law  Wbo  his  Bbpkm^rxk 

Ora  OF  TH«  LrrTOAim  at  a  fonnar  trial  of  tba  oaaaa  oa^t  not  to  ha  par- 
■dttad  by  tha  ooarti  and  if  parmitted,  thia  ia  an  imgolarity  on  acoonat 
of  which  a  naw  trial  dionld  ba  pantad.  WtidtUmiT.  TaalmmmaW.  Ck. 
416. 

fc  Vailou  ca  OuBKT  TO  Pat  ma  Axtoxxbt  ton  BxnvnnB  BKamKBD  n 
rMM  CAaa  win  not  Jnatify  the  Uttor  in  appearing  at  anbaeqnent  at^aa  el 
tha  aanaa  ae  attomay  for  tha  adreiaa  par^.     Id. 

t,  Anounr  m  Bdutt.  — Buu  or  Coubt  is  TaxAS,  proriding  tliat  "an 
•ttomej  orotheroffioer  of  tho  ootirt  ahall  b«  aoietj  in  any  eaaaa  p—tdnig 
in  eourt^  exoopt  andw  l^aeial  leava  of  the  cour^"  ia  merely  direotoryi 
and  if  mch  offloar  at  attorney  beooma  a  enrety  in  ocntrarantian  of  tha 
mla,  hiaaotknnthamndnorToidabU.  Theporpoaeof  thetvgnlatiaB 
ia  nSciHitiy  acoompliihad  by  poniahing  tha  offntdar  far  ecntatapt  tt 
eoart,  witboot  holding  the  bond  a  nnlli^.    Kolm  t.  ITadUr  SS. 

BABKBDPI07  AND  TSSOLYZSCY. 

I.  Assionmr  or  PBorBarr,  Haoi  FcstmAUT  to  a  Bavkbutt  Aoi,  the 
aeaignee  twing  In  cAct  an  officer  of  the  oour^  and  the  laaigned  [n^ 
arty  being  tn  aulodia  legit,  and  adminiatered  by  and  under  direction  «t 
the  oonrt,  haa  no  extn^arritorial  cAect  to  aa  to  defeat  an  nTtarhnwt 
Wiad  upon  pruparty  in  another  atate^  ondo'  the  lawi  of  that  atote,  by 
a  creditor  of  the  aaaignor.    MeChire  v.  OanfAeS,  2S0. 

fc  OoHTLior  OF  LAwa. — Amoranirr  bt  Debtob  HiTna  PaoPKiTr  ix  Bon 

WiBCOSSis  AND  Mi.^M'.-iH  ■.,  ;j. ..■',..  -.v..  ...;■  '.I,','  L;i.,.ii\i^iit  law  of  the  Utter 


Index. 

IOL  BaBTBQ'OAR  OOHFAHT  IB  BOVHD  TO  KUWHWI  ElAflONABLI  ClB 

gnarding  paMangorw  from  theft,  and  if  throagfa  the  want  of  sach 
the  personal  effects  of  a  passenger,  such  as  he  might  reasonably  c 
with  him,  are  stoleo,  the  company  is  liable  therefor.  Pullman  Pi 
Car  Co.  V.  Pollock,  31. 

11.  Company  Owning  and  Opebatino  Sleepino-oak  is  Still  Pas 
asB  Carrier,  and  is  liable  as  sach,  notwithstanding  the  fact  thai 
main  compensation  for  the  passenger's  transportation  was  reoeirei 
the  railway  company,  to  whose  train  the  sleeping-car  was  attached. 

12.  Ir  Passenger  Retains  Exclusivs  Cttstodt  ot  his  Baogaox,  < 
BiXR  IS  not  Responsible  for  its  loss,  udess  sach  loss  resnlts  fron 
carrier's  negligence,  and  the  failure  of  the  passenger  to  use  reasoi 
oare  in  reference  to  it  will  defeat  his  right  to  recover.    Id, 

13.  Neglioence — When  Street-railwat  Company  Undertakes  to  C 
Large  Numbers  of  People  vastly  in  excess  of  the  seating  capad 
its  cars,  and  permits  passengers  to  ride  on  the  platforms  and  f oot-b< 
without  objection,  and  collects  fare  from  them,  and  stops  its  cars ' 
in  saoh  crowded  condition  that  no  seats  are  attainable,  and  permiti 
■008  to  get  upon  them  and  to  be  carried  from  place  to  place,  and ' 
the  cars  are  in  sach  crowded  oonditiony  with  passengers  riding  oi 
foot-boards,  runs  them  so  near  the  intersection  of  a  switch  wit) 
main  track  that  they  cannot  pass  without  injury  to  the  passei 
tlie  oompany  in  guilty  of  gross  negligence.     Topeka  C*  B'p  ▼.  ffigg$ 

Mi  Sibset-bailwat  Companies  ae  Cabbtebii  op  Paebbngbbs  abb  Bon: 
ggKiMiM  All  PoflsiBLB  Skill,  Fobeeioht,  and  Cabb  in  running 
oar%  so  that  passengers  may  not  be  exposed  to  danger  on  account  < 
maimer  in  which  the  cars  are  run,  and  such  skill  and  care  indud 
«snreiseof  every  reasonable  precaution  to  prevent  injuries  to  passei 
and  implies  that  there  shall  be  good  tracks,  safe  cars,  careful  nu 
mant,  and  judicious  operation  in  every  respect.  All  possible  for 
means  more  than  this;  it  means  anticipation  if  not  knowledge  thi 
operation  of  street-cars  will  result  in  dsnger  to  passengers,  anc 
there  must  be  some  action  with  reference  to  the  future,  a  provideu 
to  guard  against  such  ooonrrenoes,  a  wise  foresight  and  prudent  pro 
that  will  avert  the  threatened  evil,  if  human  thought  or  action  c 
so.    Id. 

IS.  Drgbbb  op  Cabb  to  bb  Ktebotsbd  bt  Cabbtebe  opPaesbngers.  • 
rule  requiring  highest  skill  and  care  in  carrying  passengers  app! 
its  full  extent,  not  only  to  steam-cars^  bat  to  steeet-cars  and  other  v< 
drawn  by  horses,  the  difEerenoe  beiog  in  the  means  and  instrument 
needy  to  prevent  accident  by  reason  of  the  mode  rather  than  to  t 
gree  in  which  the  preventive  means  are  to  be  employed.  To  each 
of  oonveyance  must  be  applied  the  greatest  degree  of  skill,  care,  an 
sight  of  which  they  are  susceptible.    Id. 

It.  Nbougbnce.  —  Invitation  to  a  Person  to  Bide  in  a  Dangbbous  ] 
given  by  the  servants  of  a  railway  company,  may  render  his  ap 
want  of  care  in  riding  in  such  place  the  negligence  of  the  carrie; 
had  a  right  to  assume  that  its  servants  knew  what  was  safe,  pr 
the  act  which  he  did  on  their  advice  did  not  involve  a  reckless 
are  of  himself,  and  was  not  one  which  no  man  of  ordinary  pr 
would  do.     Lake  Sltart  etc,  B.  li.  Co,  v.  Brovm,  510. 

!?•  Where  One  is  Put  in  a  Place  op  Peril  by  the  Invitation 
Servants  op  a  Railway  Company,  the  law  requires  them  to  e 
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i^BaonrrLTSTOLBNPBOiPSETrninDaLAnnDb  prkm^/iuie 
eridsooe  of  theR,  anthoriang  a  preaamptioii  of  goilt;  but  noh  pntomp- 
tup  18  not  •  legal  one,  bat  is  one  of  fact^  to  be  found  by  the  Jury.  The 
eourt  should  not  charge  the  conclojiiFeneM  of  saoh  preemaption,  but 
ahenld  irobmit  the  Cacts  to  be  found  by  the  jury.  Stodtnum  r.  Staie,  BBL 
$2»  Bjeobnt  Possession  of  Stolen  Propbbtt  is  not  podtire  evideiioe  of 
theft;  it  is  only  a  circnznstance  tending  to  establiih  it;  and  where  the 
OMa  dflfpends  upon  recent  possession,  it  is  one  of  cironmstantial  evi- 
dinoe,  and  the  law  presenting  that  character  of  case  most  be  aabmitted 
to  tiia  jury.  To  omit  to  do  so  is  error;  for  whilst,  under  certain  condi- 
tieiia»  recent  possession  will  support  a  oonriction  for  theft,  it  is,  in  con- 
nection with  the  other  conditions,  only  one  of  the  cirenmataiioes  from 
which  guilt  is  inferred.  Bcyd  v.  Siate^  908. 
Mi  Po8nB«>N  ov  Pbopertt  Rkobntlt  Stolen ^PBisoiDnoH^QuxB- 
nON  lOB  JvRT.  —When  party,  in  whose  eizclusiTe  poasession  property 
recently  stolen  is  found,  fails  reasonably  to  account  for  his  ptTwumnitm 
iHkeoi  raUed  upon,  or  when  the  facta  are  such  as  to  require  of  him  an  ex- 
planation* tiie  presumption  of  guilt  arising  from  the  recent  loss  and  pos- 
■ssiion  will  warrant  conviction  without  further  proof.  But  in  such  case, 
th#  jury  maat  be  ezpUcitly  instructed  that^  unless  they  find  tha^  such 
paweasjon  was  r^cent^  they  will  indulge  no  presumption  of  guilt  because 
of  the  fact  that  defendant  was  found  with  such  property  in  his  posses- 
sion. Id, 
M.  Insibuotions. — To  Ck>NyioT  oi  Theft,  it  must  be  shown  that  de- 
fendant had  some  connection  with  or  complicity  in  the  original  taking 
of  the  property.  Proof  that  subeequeMly  and  without  complicity,  but 
with  knowledge  that  the  property  was  stolsD,  he  aided  the  taker  to  dis- 
poae  of  it^  will  not  warrant  conTiction;  hence  the  jury  should  be  in- 
•tmeted  that,  in  order  to  convict,  they  must  beliere,  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubts  that  defendant  is  guilty  of  the  original  fraudulent  taking;  and 
any  anbeequent  connection,  either  in  good  or  bad  faith,  with  the  prop- 
erty after  the  taking,  would  not  constitute  theft,  /(f. 
SB*  To  CoNsmuTB  the  Cbdcb  or  MimiNo,  the  aot  must  be  done  hoih 

willlnlly  and  maliciously.    Bamers  ▼.  Staie^  901. 
S0.  WiLUiTL  Act  is  One  Commiited  with  an  evil  intent^  with  legal  mal- 
ice, without  reasonable  ground  for  believing  the  act  to  be  awful,  and 
without  Ifiigal  justification.    Id, 

S7-  Haucious  Aot  is  One  committed  in  a  state  of  mind  which  ahows  a 
heart  ntgardless  of  social  duty,  and  fatally  bent  on  misehief;  a  wrongful 
act  intentionally  done,  without  legal  justification  or  ezonse.  Id, 
Jm  TUau  vob  Maijcino,  the  courts  in  instruoting  the  jury,  moat  ex- 
plain the  legal  meaning  of  the  words  "willfully"  and  "malicionsly." 
Id, 

Iv  TsxAf«  lOB  Maimino,  endsnoe  which  tends  to  show  thai  the  Tiolenft 
injury  iuflioted  was  not  oommitted  with  a  "willful  and  n»«ji^<|^nif  "  in- 
feaot^  within  the  legal  meaning  of  such  words,  is  adaiasiMe,  and  to  reject 
it  ia  material  error.     Id. 

3a  Maqonp  a  Quebtiov  vob  Jvb¥.-^  Biting  offftpottiQii  of  thememUr 
of  «  man's  body  is  not  necessarily  maiming;  and  the  juiy  must  4®ter- 
mine  whether  the  member  was  io  injured  a^  to  aufastantiidly  depriTe  the 
injured  party  of  it,  and  constitnte  th^  crime.    Id. 

n.  SvxpENCB  or  Bad  Chabacieb  ov  Deoeasep  iob  Tubbuudmb  and  Vxo- 
UDiCB  is  not  admissible  in  favor  of  the  accused  in  case  of  h^"^dit 


SL  Cofttmrmn  Bui—Qcmw  imm  hot  FArosxD  nr  Law,  ixt>  amm  Ai.wm 
ScKWii.T  ComTxraD^  dnoa  they  tand  to  deatooy  estatM.  Thnvfiwo  k 
J«ad  to  ft  r»ilro«d  oompaay  of  •  tight  of  my,  which  ooataiua,  ■■  »  part 
of  tiiB  ooniideratiaD,  tha  prariiion  that  "  the  wmtnr  ,  .  ,  ,  be  nwda  to 
mn  "in  ft  oertftin  plftoi^  will  bo  ooo«traed  to  b«  ft  eorenft&t  ftttaohod  to 
tha  Iftiid.    Id. 

^  OKftirroB  WRKV  Bbtowkpby  Dud  witbovt  CoraHAor  of  Warrahtt. 
—  Whera  ft  deod  recite*  or  ftffimM,  oxpieMljr  or  impliedly,  that  the 
gntator  ie  eeiaed  of  >  pftiticnlar  eatete  wbioh  tha  deed  ptuporta  to  oon- 
Toy,  ftnd  npon  the  fftith  of  which  the  bai^un  waa  made,  ha  will  be  there- 
kfter  estoppad  to  deny  that  anch  fta  eatftte  wa«  paned  to  hia  Tendeo, 
altlKnigh  the  dead  coataina  no  coratiant  of  waiTftnly  at  ftU.  And  anah 
grBntor  is  therefore  eatopped  from  eattiiig  up  an  attar-ftoqnired  title  to 
the  eatftte  thereby  omveyed.  Rtynaldt  t.  Cool,  317. 
&  To  Joanrr  Adhisskiii  of  Seoondart  Bttdimob  of  Deid,  it  ia  not  uecet. 
Huy  to  prove  ita  loa*  beyond  all  ponibility  oC  miatftke.  A  raftaonable 
prolMbility  of  ita  loea  u  aufflciatit;  ftud  thii^mfty  be  ahown  hj  ft  bomaJtiU 
and  diligent  aeftrch,  fmiOeaaly  made  for  it  in  ptftoe*  where  it  waa  likely 
to  be  found.     Wood*  ▼.  MonttvOo  Co.,  38a. 

Bee Ooimuon,  4:  Ca>VKiiAirn;  PwriiiiKAiMi. 

DITOBCE. 
SeeMAXKUoa  um  Dtvobok 


L  To  AoQuiBm  a.  Fbuobiftitb  ItioHT  to  ts  EuxxniT,  It  wb&i  vjmt  nm 
CoRTDtrouaLT  Vokd  uro  Ehjotkd  dnring  tha  ^riiele  tiiaa  freeeribed 
I^  the  atfttnta  of  limitatums.     Totti  v.  Bomtifof,  ffTOi 

S>  On  AHD  EMJocmiri  or  Two  B*m«mk«tb  of  L^^  CsAKAonnt  avd  ih 
Ukaslt  tbe  Sau  Locautt  fok  Hoxi  thah  Twuptt  Txaib  doe* 
not  create  an  eaaemeiLt  by  preacriptioii  if  neither  wu  enjoyed  for  the 
period  of  twenty  f  eftra;  ao  held  where  a  party  maintftfated  ft  drain  (or 
iozteai  yean,  and  then  coiutmotad  ftnotiier  drain  tor  the  Nma  parpoae, 
bvt  about  twenty  feet  diitant  from  tiie  first,  whieh  Utter  dmin  wa« 
mftintained  for  more  than  four  yeftis.     Id.   ■ 

%,  X«oMEBT  iDK  Flow  or  Waikb.  —  It  Two  Tbaots  of  Lahd  Aiwoin,  the 
owner  of  the  upper  baa  a  natoiml  eaaement  to  hftve  tha  water  whioh  falla 
on  hia  land  flow  off  upon  the  tract  below.     Id. 

See  EousTKADS,  S,  6;  Mum  ass  Mmiio. 
EJECTKEKT. 

1.  Xnonoarr  fob  Ittookfobxal  HEKKDrrAXBirr.  —The  grant  e(  ft  right  to 
qiuuTy  and  remore  limestone  from  land  for  ft  «peeiflo  pnipoee  paaae*  an 
inoorporeal  hereditament  to  the  grantee.  Such  right  it  ftn  intereat  in  or 
ft  right  ariaing  oat  of  land,  and  aa  snob  conatitntea  a  fonndatim  for  ftn 
action  of  ejectment  under  the  Virgintft  oode.     Bfynoldt  v.  Cook,  SI7. 

t,  EjamtzNT  HAi,  vt  tbi  Statuti  aw  "Wnoovsai,  bx  Bkovobi  aoaihbi 

THX  CLAnusT  ot  the  title,  if  there  i«  noftotnal  ooenpant  of  the  premiaea 

tonght  to  be  recovered.     Burdiard  v.  fybtrU,  148. 

t.  EgorrABLE  Trru  Avaiu  NoTBCf o  a  AonoN  o?  EnonmiT  apart  from 

the  cperftticai  of  the  ttfttnta  of  limitationa.      Woodt  v.  MonUoaao  tie.  Co., 

m 

4.  btnsiTXEirTS  THAT  AXt  Umrmirn  of  Tirut  abe,  la  SvfM,  COHranxr 
Etidsncx  in  an  action  of  ejectment.    Bej/noldt  v.  Cook,  817. 


948  Iubsz. 

1  In  SjionaMT,  Flba  ov  hot  Guxltt  a  Onlt  Plea  Animwnti.^  or  Bai 
of  the  aotioQ,  in  whole  or  in  part;  and  a  paper  called  a  "dinrJaimwr,* 
but  in  fact  a  plea  in  the  nature  ol  a  Kpedal  plea  in  bar,  ahoold  therefioe 
be  rejectecL    Id* 

i.  ViBDiCT  GoirnuRT  to  Svidencb  in  Ejxctmxiit.  —  Where  the  decLaratiga 
in  ejectment  charges  that  the  defendant  unlawfully  withholds  poaaeasioa 
of  a  tract  of  land,  bat  the  evidence  ahowa  that  he  asaerts  no  other  right 
or  interest  in  the  land,  or  to  the  poesessiaii  thereof,  than  the  right  to 
qnarty  and  remove  therefrom  limestone  for  a  specific  purpose,  a  verdiek 
finding  the  defendant  not  gnilty  is  contrary  to  evidence,  and  a  new  trial 
should  be  granted  on  that  ground.  The  verdict^  in  anch  oaae,  sthoold  ba 
lor  the  plaintiff  except  as  to  the  right  to  qaarry  and  remow  llmeBtoMi 

See  Btidznoi»  fi. 

ELECIIOK. 
See  Wills,  fi. 

ElOKENT   DOMAIN. 

L  DiMAon  Ajui  BaoovKBABLB  BT  A  Lahih>wiixk  aoadibt  a  Railway  Ooh- 
rAKT  wo%  Mauvtaindio  ak  Insuhicibnt  Cultxbt  in  an  embankmeo]^ 
whereby  his  lands  are  flooded,  although  damages  may  have  been  reoov- 
wed  by  plaintiiT  or  his  grantor  for  the  location  of  the  road,  bacanae  tba 
damages  then  recoverable  were  to  be  estimated  upon  the  theory  that  the 
road  would  be  constructed  and  maintained  in  a  reasonably  proper  and 
akillfnl  manner.    Ohio  A  Jf.  J?V  ^o,  v.  WaMsr^  632. 

%,  Damaoxb  Rxodtsrablb  IK  EifTTSNT  DoxAiN  pRooBmiitca  TO  AoqoiBB  A 
Right  ot  Wat  vor  a  Railway  are  such  as  may  result  &om  bvildivg 
and  operating  the  road  in  a  reasonably  proper  and  skillful  manner,  ao  as 
to  avoid  the  infliction  of  all  loss  and  injury  not  neoeaaarily  resulting  frooi 
thus  building  and  operating  the  road.  Henoe,  if  the  road  ia  not  so  built 
or  operated,  the  owner  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  any  injury  aoeraiag 
from  the  want  of  proper  skill  and  care  may  recover  therefor.     Id, 

lb   BSTOrFBL. —  PXBSON  IB  NOT  EfiTrOFPED  TO  ClAIM  CoVFENSATIDII  VOK  RlOB 

OT  Wat  by  permitting  a  railroad  company  to  construct  ita  road  over  hii 
land,  and  operate  it  without  interference.  ThonOon  v.  Sh^idd  ^  B,B.B. 
Co.,  337. 
i.  BviDKNCB— -Ofirion  ov  Wxtnx8S18  A8  TO  Valus  ot  Lot8  CoBimaro 
fOB  Railboad  Oomfart — IvsTRUGmoHs.  —  Where  property  has  a  mar* 
ket  value,  the  rule  is  strict,  and  requires  only  that  value  to  be  ahowa; 
but  where  it  is  shown  that  property  is  without  a  market  valne,  it  may 
then  be  compared  with  other  property,  and  its  value  determined  by  per^ 
sons  who  are  shown  to  be  judges,  or  who  have  knowledge  of  the  vahes 
of  real  estate  in  that  vicinity,  or  who  have  had  experience  in  dealing 
both  before  and  after  the  appropriation,  in  lots  near  by,  and  an  in- 
struction that  the  jury  might,  in  such  caae,  consider  such  opinions  of 
witnesses,  and  upon  the  whole  evidence  were  to  be  guided  by  their  obser> 
vation  of  the  property  as  shown  them,  and  so  determine  its  &ir  mariDst  or 
real  valn^  is  not  erroneous.    SL  Lends  tie.  S'y  Co.  y.  CkapmoM,  14/L 

EQUITY. 

1.  Bquttt  will  hot  Pxbmit  Just  Rights  ot  Pabtt  to  bs  Lost  thbo«wb 
MiSTAKB  or  ignorance  of  fact,  when  such  relief  is  not  prejudicial  to  tha 
rights  of  others.    FtOTB  v.  AVbea^  78. 


960 

H  Bpupfil  mat  si  Ghuxsd  vor  ovLr  mm  FjkBrr  Suuimx  «o 
OoncuTDBD  KsowB  tiM  mataul  fMte  1m  is  ehaigsd  wiA 
wpte— nt>d  or  ooooealed,  tmt  abo  wImb  he  Is  in  neh  pnsitlii  ttat  hs 
ought  to  h&To  knonm  theniy  ao  that  knofwledga  will  be  impntad  to  faisL 
ITcteilelR  T.  KaL  Batik,  23. 

ii  When  Ohb  Pakxt  has  bkbh  PaivKirTD^  by  CSobixwt  Ain>  Bans> 
■butatiohs  of  Ahothbe,  from  taking  pruinpt  action  for  tiio  ooOectiaa 
of  his  debt,  tius  ii  aaeh  a  change  in  his  positicn  for  the  worae  an  to  meet 
the  reqniremant  of  the  law  in  creatiBg  an  eetoppeL    Id, 

&  It  n  SouniJBiTU  ot  BooxTTy  SunosnD  bt  PnuciFitB  of  Svelulm  am 
well  aa  of  pnblic  policy,  that  if  the  owner  of  land  knowingly  anffeis 
aaodker  to  purchase  and  spend  uMiiej  on  it»  nndar  drenmateiims  in- 
dttcing  an  enpoDeona  opinion  or  nustaken  belief  of  tide^  witbcnt  "**^**^ 
known  his  own  daiaiy  he  will  not  aftarwarda  be  perndtbed  to  aeeert  in 
eqoity  ny  li^t  or  titie  aBahut  the  porohaaw.  AltAamaO,  8.  B.  R, 
Ox  T.  amA  S  K.  R.  B.  Co,,  4X11. 

See  AoiPOTt  S;  Babu  abb  Babkibo,  t,  7;  DcBn%  4;  BnmBT  DolCAXl^ 


KVIOKNGB. 

L  Ooom  WBLL  Tasb  JuBHKAitKofioBOF  FjorthBtn 

need  Intheeanaeei  n  mnnioipal  division  of  n  eonnly  or  of  n  towndi^ 
aeoording  to gii riii incil  — g*ey» hae no anbdiiiaiena known ae  ''Uods.* 
Tha  torn  ia  applied  enlor  to  the  BtOidifiMHioln  platted  town,  Tfllage^ 
orerly.    JETcrrieft  ▼.  JforrOl  841. 

&  BrxDnBO^  BBLsrABor  osi  -— When»  en  the  trial  of  an  anKen,  the 
ioane  ia  whether  the  apparent  pim4»air  of  the  property  in  controvenj 
really  pordhased  it  with  his  own  money,  any  testimony  tending  dirocUy 
to  ahow  that  ho  had  no  oMney  of  hia  own,  or  not  encogh  to  hnvo  mads 
tiie  porehass^  ia  admisaUs;  and  in  thia  connection^  it  may  bo  ehova 
whether  he  was  ongagid  in  any  hnrinfo  at  or  before  the  tinea  of  the 
pucbascy  whether  he  wae  fragal  or  prodigal  in  hie  ezpenditnre%  and 
whether  he  wae  indnstricns  or  indolent  in  his  habits;  bat  oridenoe  ttal 
he  haHtitwIlT  Tisitad  aaleona  and  hoossa  of  ill-f ame  is  too  remotft.  ^i^ 
being  calonlated  to  prejndieo  the  inry,  abonld  be  ezdnded.  AtavT. 
l>fV>17. 

t.  TRlb  Bobp  n  AranasniTiB  as  Btibbbcb  in  Aonos  ov  Anoonn 
wrmouT  Pboof  of  its  exeontion,  it  having,  been  exeooted  neariy 
thir^  years  before  the  commencement  of  the  action,  and  flftw»s»g  fr«a 
the  OQstody  of  one  claiming  en  interset  in  the  land,  nnaooompanied  bf 
any  droomstance  caating  suspicion  on  its  genuineness.  ITooils  ▼.  Ifmft 
vaUo  Co.,  893. 

4.  Rbobzpt  oyxb  Twxntt  Tbabs  Old^  Pvbpobtibo  to  bb  Exboutkd  bt  At- 
TOBNBT  OF  Bioobd  f  or  the  plaintiff  in  a  judgment^  acknowledging  tin 
satisfaction  of  the  judgment,  is  admissible  in  evidence  to  show  aadi  sa^ 
isfaction,  without  proof  of  its  execution.    Id. 

ft.  EzxsTBHCB  OF  Fagt  GAinroT  BB  Pbovbd  BT  Bbputaxiob  OF  notoriefy,  bet 
when  the  fact  is  otherwiae  established,  its  general  notoriety  may  be 
ihown  to  charge  a  person  in  the  neighborhood  with  knowledge  of  it,  /d 

0.  To  Pboyb  What  Okb  is  Worth,  Abt  Pbrsox  hatdto  Kbow 
xix}X  of  bis  pecuniary  afiEurs  may  testify.  One  who  managsd  tin 
settlement  of  hia  estate,  and  in  that  way  acquired  knowledge  of  Ui 


hwltett  to  iatapoM  to  iMwiai  iStm  apgwhidil  i^faiy  bgr  Hi*  aUd 

injimotioii.    Id. 
JL  OovsT  ov  Squitt  will  sov  Rsfim  lo  Iimmm  vt  XxjinMsm 

to  iMtrain  a  otty  from  mkwfolly  attmytini^  bj  an  otdinoni^  to 

doitioy  tho  Talnabla  frtnohioo  of  »  nilfood  oompony  manly  booaw  tbi 

ofdfauMiM  is  of  »  fwui  orimiiiil  ohanotar.    /d. 
4  Ck>UBTiovBQi7xnrwiLLvoTlirnuxBBToBaiSAXvCBiiiiVij:iQAQD 

CBQfDiAL  PftoonDiHQi^  M  ft  goMnl  ivle^  nor  ta]»  jiixudiotuQ  of  any 


or  ■mtttr  not  olriotly  of  a  chril  nataie.     P^^ycr  t.  Dm  PiabteBg  491 

i.  Bqvrt  will  vat  ffiwiini  Kiimwamrr  or  Amomam  CouBas  or 
OBBDrASOM  b^flSBD  BT  PftOPiB  AmtBDBiTr,  on  thegroimdtlmtraoh 
otdfawnaeo  oio  fflogid*  or  tint  tho  pvocm  Monstd  of  thoir  Tiolatian  ii 
mnooMit.  Nor  win  it  enjofai  proooodhigi  under  aa  ovdinmioo  for  tbi 
paipoM  of  detormining  hi  validity  in  a  oonrt  oi  law,  wfami  Hm  dsfoBd- 
aathaaaaadeqaateremodyBtlaw.    Md, 

€u  IfiQTjmr  wsx  iror  Bh joxv  Pbumoutiimm  uxdie  ▲  Gnrr  Obdenahoi,  io 
Pbsvxht  a  MuLTiKJcnrr  or  8uxn»  nnlom  oomplainaat  haa  first  eatab- 
liihed  the  invalidity  of  tiio  ordinanoa,  and  hia  oouMqaont  ri^it  to  pro- 
tection therefrom  by  a  ■aoooMfnl  dafenae  in  lomo  notion  at  law.    Id, 

X  Bill  m  Equttt  Clahoho  OoiiPxiraAxniir  nunc  TiAn.iioAi>  OoKPAirr  loi 
RiQBT  OF  Wat  will  be  made  eSaotiTe  by  injonetiony  if  neoeseazy,  v&til 
the  damages  are  properly  aoosrtaiaedy  or  nntil  Hie  oampany  obtaina  tiie 
right  of  way  in  l^gal  form.    Tkomitm  t.  Sk^jfM  ttc  R,  B.  Co.,  337. 

S. '  JuBisDicnov  TO  Award  Daxaok  oh  thb  DnsoLvnoir  or  an  iKjuircnov 
n  NOT  Lost  by  the  expiration  of  the  term  at  which  final  judgment  wm 
entered  directing  snch  dinolationy  if  the  defendants  were  then  granted 
leave  to  file  suggestion  of  damages,  and  the  cause  was  hereafter  regnlarly 
oontinuad  from  term  to  term,  until  suggestions  were  filed  under  tiis 
leave  granted,  and  the  cause  was  thereafter  further  continued  from  tstm 
to  term,  until  the  suggestions  were  heard  and  considered  and  tiie  daas- 
agea  assessed.    Po^  v.  Det  Plaima,  494. 

INSOLVSNCy. 

See  fiAHKKUFTOr  and  iNiOLTIHOr. 

mSURAKOB. 

1.  Ian  Insubancb  Cokpant  jb  Ebiopfbd  vbom  DxBmNo  Autboriit  or  m 

Agent,  where  it  issues  a  policy  of  assurance  upon  an  application  pro- 
cured by  him,  and  receives  from  the  assured,  up  to  the  time  of  his  d^ 
cease,  aU  the  dues  and  assessments,  payable  to  the  company  under  the 
policy.    Mc Arthur  v.  Hwne  Lffe  Ins,  Co.,  684. 

J.  Frattd  or  Life  Insvrancs  Aoxnt  Bindb  Coupakt,  and  Hx  Actb  wnsor 
Soopx  OF  HIS  Attthoritt,  where,  having  been  duly  authorised  aa  agent 
to  fill  up  application,  he  fraudulently  and  falsely  misstates  material  faeta 
therein  and  in  the  medical  certificate,  and  also  makes  material  altetetiosiB 
in  the  policy  itself,  of  which  acts  neither  the  assured  nor' the  oon^any 
have  any  knowledge.    Id. 

S.  HoLDXB  OF  Insurance  Polict  d  Charqxablx  with  Enowlsdob  of  in 
Contents,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  misrepresentation,  or  oonoealnieBl^ 
when  he  has  an  opportunity  to  examine  it  before  aooeptance.  Jferr^ 
mm  V.  Iw.  Co,,  63. 

ii  Pleadino  in  WmoH  Party  8bbk8  to  Excuek  Htmbei.f  from  Qbu- 
OATioN  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  an  insurance  poUc^t  on  the 


of  tgiHTMH"  of  iU  oomtiat*,  bot  not  "H^jg  trmti,  Mkn^MMolitiaa, 
v  I  mill  wl  limit,  it  bad  on  ipecuJ  axoeptian.    Id, 

Ik  Avnrer. — ImuxAW  Oohpamt  n  CHAwnAHx  wrh  Sxcrni^aaa  oi 
BrxBT  Fact  of  which  iU  genaral  agtnt  baa  knowladga,  aad  ahwi  til* 
oompaiiy  faila  promptly  to  rspudiato  tha  acta  of  aDoh  agetit,  It  will  ba 
bald  to  bara  ntified  them,  or  to  be  eatopped  bj  ita  lilanaa  wban  ft 
aogbt  to  have  apokaii.    Id. 

K  KioxaintAKCi.  —  Althodob  Poucr  or  iHstmuns  Fsotumb  that  it 
ahall  be  null  and  void  rnlnt  iV^n<^frT*gniH  by  tba  0<mpaii7^a  ga&anl 
agaat,  banng  power  tu  "iwaa  and  eanesl  polioioa  fen' it,  maka  lauawala 
■od  indonemeati  of  other  intoranoa  wben  aeocaaary,"  and  alao  that  tba 
proonring  of  other  inmraDOe  on  the  property,  "oot  made  known  to  thii 
aon^any,  and  conaanted  to  haraan,"  will  avoid  tha  policy,  yat  if  other 
inanniLca  waa  obtained,  aud  nich  agent  whan  infonned  thereof  made  no 
objaatieo,  but  promiaed  to  indorae  bia  oonaent  na  tha  policy,  and  aitar- 
waida  made  a  written  memorandam  for  renewal,  with  anch  reiiiMiianca 
aaJwdied  thflcein,  bat  did  not  indorae  it  on  the  piJicy,  the  oompany  will 
ba  bouid  by  ita  aoqoieaoenoe  in  anch  act*  of  ita  agent;  aad  thia  is  ao^ 
althoogb  the  policy  atipolataa  that  ' '  agenta  of  thia  company  ban  no 
aaUuirit;  to  bUid  the  company  in  rioUtinw  of  any  irf  tiia  printed  termi 
«r  eonditioni  of  insar>nc«^  aa  harein  axpreaaed;  and  no  printad  or  writ- 
t^  ooaditiMt  or  reetiictiaD  hereof  which  by  ha  tarma  may  be  anbjact  to 
wairer,  ahall  be  deemed  to  have  bean  waived,  axoapt  by  a  diatinct,  ap^ 
eifio  ^[Teemant,  clearly  expraaaad  in  tba  body  of  tha  policy."  Any  oon- 
ditaoo  in  the  policy  which,  under  ita  tom^  mi^t  hare  ba«n  waivad  in 
the  body  thereof,  and  not  otherwiaa,  nmat  ba  Aadnaad,  wiliisi  the  mean- 
ing of  thia  etipolatioo,  a  condition  or  reafarietion  "anbjeci  to  waiver," 
Mad  to  anoh  only  doea  the  itipolatiou  apply.     Id. 

7.  Caaaruvanon    or    Folict ~  Ihobkisz   or    EbsK.— A   poliey  ot   fire 

'iT-r*""  provided  that  if  the  inmred  bnildinfp  ibonld  ba  "altered, 
added  to,  or  anlarftad,"  dne  notioB  moat  be  given  and  esnaaat  indorsed 
on  the  policy.  A  liy-Uw,  made  part  of  the  oonbaot,  providad  that 
wbMMvar  a  building  ahonld  ba  "  altand,  enlaced,  or  appropriated  to 
a^  other  pnipoaaa  than  thoae  meatioiwd,  or  Uie  riak  ba  otharwiae 
inorcaaed,"  wi'Uiont  tba  oonaent  ot  the  inanrar  firat  obtained,  the  poliey 
dwald  be  void.  Under  theae  proviaiona  in  tha  policy,  notioe  to  the 
Iiwiirer  and  eonaent  to  a  material  enlaigaiDaot  of  tlie  bnilding  are 
raqnired,  although  the  riak  be  not  in  fact  thereby  increaaad.  A  writtea 
parmiaaion  in  anch  policy  "to  make  neoeaaary  alteiatiou  and  repain" 
doea  not  anthorize  a  material  enlargement  of  the  building  by  an  addition 
twelve  feet  wide  and  two  hnudred  feet  long.  Froti»  D.  L.  tU.  Co.  v. 
inOera*  «fc  /m.  Co..  8W. 

8.  Whilb  Wbittbh  PROvmoir  or  Coktract  shouij)  Psxran.  over  one 

inconuatent  with  it,  and  which  [a  part  of  a  printad  form,  adopted 
for  gensral  naa,  yetoolyaofaraaitiaa^pareot  that  tha  partiaalntrnded 
to  modify  or  diaregaid  tha  piintad  atipnlajjoia  will  the  latter  give  way. 
Id. 

9.  PABOL     KVIIIXIIOS     TEAT      EMLABSXICXnT     OV      BuiLDIIftt      iMDUn     WAS 

ComvHFLATiD  at  the  time  the  inaoianoe  waa  cfieeted  ia  inadmiadble 
to  vary  the  terau  of  the  written  oontraot  of  iaannnce  relative  to  the 
enlargement  of  inured  bnildinga.    Id. 
Uk  OonTRACT  IS  TO  Bs  CoKsiKoiD  IK  LiOHT  or  CocinfKMJKm  mcu 
WRiaK  It  was  Uad^  and  a  contract  Ua  inaoranoe^  to  mn  for  a  period 


962  Imdu. 

4S.  JmMMErT  n  OovouniTB  or  Azx  Qnunoioi  wranv 
mwnmMB  Vonuxxr  lAMinD  oe  hov.  Prineipli  of  rm 
t&Dtda  Bol  only  to  qiuttiou  of  hct  and  of  Uw  wliish  woro  decidBd  m 
tho  fonnar  aoit^  but  also  to  groonds  of  raoovory  or  dofenaa  wbioh  va^A 
hare  boan  but  wore  not  preaanted.    Id. 

Ill  JusoMXHT  Ebtabubbdio  tkb  DiTTr  or  A  drr  10  laacn  Bohim  wiu 
Piaoujin  Such  Crrr  ajtb  its  Tax-patkrs  from  ■abaaquantly  oontaatii^ 
tfaa  validity  of  tho  bonda  on  groonda  which  might  ha^o  bacn  bat 
not  ugad  in  tfae  fotmar  aoit;  aooh,  for  inatanoa^  aa  that  tbo 
by  wbioh  the  iaana  of  tha  bonda  waa  antiiotind  waa  inagular  and  void. 
ML 

n.  JunousT  BATDRi  OtfOE  DBnERxzRSD  TKAT  ▲  BoHD  OB  Oownucr  n 
Valid  OABvofi;  as  AOAnmr  ah  InHoumx  PuMSBAsm  of  andi  bond  or 
eoatraot  ralying  on  sadh  daeiaiont  anbaaqnantly  impair  ita  obligation,  fd. 

JL  Bv  JvmcAXA.  — F6BMXB  Abjudioatiov  on  (iuvnax  or  Riobt  to  Cds- 
10DT  or  InAMT  CHiLDf  brought  ap  on  habns  eorpuM,  may  ba  pleadad 
SB  ru  jmdkaiat  and  ia  oondnaivo  upon  the  aama  partial^  upon  the 
slala  of  beta.  Snob  a  oaaa  ia  raally  one  of  privata  partiaa  ooni 
piifata  lightly  vndar  the  form  of  proeaadinga  on  habta»  eorpma,  and  ii 
disthigaiahable  from  one  in  which  tha  writ  ia  anad  oat  on  behalf  of  a 
pMBon  udawfally  rMtraiaed  of  hia  liber^.    State  t.  Betidel,  864. 

BL  IhKSBn  PBO  OoamK>  Bsvdebxd  aoain8T  Cobpobation,  on  laanea  grow- 
ing oat  of  a  oontraot  made  by  its  agentiy  inrolvaa  an  admiaaion  by  tha 
ooipofation  of  the  allagationa  of  tha  bill  aa  to  tfae  validity  of  tfaa  oon- 
Inel^  and  of  tha  anthority  of  its  agents  to  make  it;  and  the  record 
voold  be  admiwihle  eridanca  of  theaa  matters  in  a  aabaaqaent  aoit  be- 
tvesn  the  partiaa  or  their  priTiea.  Ahbama  O.  8.  M.  B.  Gk  w.  8mA  A 
N.  B.  B.  Co.,  401. 

HL  Judombiit.  — Thbbb  OAir  bb  No  Jppombht  Cafawli  or  bbdio  Dookbibp, 
or  anforoad  in  any  manner,  till  it  is  entered  in  tfae  judgment-book;  and 
n  docketing  withoat  aooh  entiy  is  of  no  aTail,  althoogh  a  jadgment  roU, 
*******»*^*lt  a  pozported  copy  of  a  jadgment  in  it^  baa  been  made  np  azid 
filed.  The  dark  cannot,  in  audi  case,  lawfully  enter  the  jadgment 
none  pro  liiiie  withoat  the  orderof  the  court;  bat  a  rafnssl  to  grant  a 
tanipoiaiy  injonetion  to  reatrain  the  clerk  from  entering  the  Jadgment 
iHHie  pro  fMie  ia  not  beyond  the  aoand  legal  diaoration  of  tfae  eoori^  and 
la  not  neoassarily  etror.    AwfaoMxf  ▼.  Dmenparif  872. 

IL  JuPOMBBT  Lmr  ov  Labi)  Tbbxivatbb,  under  the  statute  of  lown  (Code, 
aeotian  8882),  where  more  than  ten  years  have  elapsed  since  ita  rendi- 
tion, and  where  no  atepa  have  during  that  time  been  taken  to  preeuiwu 
or  revive  soch  lien.  A  junior  lien  placed  upon  the  land  after  tfae  ez^r^ 
tian  of  socfa  time  taksa  prscedence^  and  the  former  Judgment  cannot  tfasn 
be  revived  by  ita  owner  so  as  to  stsnd  as  the  first  Uen.    Ayb  t.  Jfonh 

«^,  667. 

See  ExiODTiovs,  1. 

JUDIDIAL   SALES. 

J.  Lamm  Sold  »  Ezboution  or  Statutobt  Powbb  abb  Dbmbibbd 
WITH  SnmozBiiT  Cbbtaintt,  if  all  persona  invited  by  the  notice  to 
become  bidders  are  enabled  to  identify  the  property,  and  know  what 
was  being  sold,    fferriek  v.  McrriU,  841. 

&  SVIDBBOB    or    BXTBXNSIO    FaCTB    AVD    CIBOUII8TAHCI8    18    AXUHBBIBUI 

TO  Idbbtiit  Pbbmibbb  Sold^  or  to  apply  the  daaoription  theratcb  bol 


faon  ttsi  et  tho  MrfMC^  aod  mij  fcvm  r  Mpuito  oorpocwJ  tmadite- 
BMn^  which  U  the  nbjact  of  »  diitinot  inheritaaoa.  WUUaait  r.  Qib- 
««,1B8. 

S.  It  n  OBLT  whkb  Mihikus  asb  Bxvibbd  num  Son.  thai  Tbbz 
B""""  Pkbsonai.  OEATnLB,  and  it  ii  only  when  tha  right  to  dig  or  to 
miiM  tham  i<  not  •xdoHTe  thmt  it  may  be  chuaad  M  an  inoorporwd  right, 
er  ewKiMat  merelj  in  the  nature  of  a  lloaiue.    Id. 

i,  Bxpcna  Qkahv  or  Aix  Minerals  ob  Hihbrai.  Biaars  or  Tkaot  or 
Lun  ii^  by  neeawary  implieatiiHi,  the  gmit  alio  to  open  and  work 
the  minaa,  and  ooonpy  to  mnoh  of  tha  ntrEace  aa  may  be  raaaonabiy 
ttaeaMary  for  inoh  pnrpoae.  And  thia  implied  right  to  oooupy  ao  mneh 
of  tha  mrfaoe  aa  may  be  needed  to  open  and  work  the  miaea  ia  not  list- 
Itad,  b«t  rather  iteangthanad,  by  the  apeoial  grant  of  oertajn  timber  and 
'watar  priril^ea,  and  of  tha  right  ol  way  to  and  from  tha  minsa.     Id. 

■I  OwvsR  OF  HmxftALs  ahd  Udiimo  Biokis  xaat  Uu  ma  Owh  io  aa 
Bat  nnnwanneMy  to  injure  hii  neighbor,  the  owner  of  tha  mriace  or  aoil} 
•ad  nnal  ao  otmdnct  hia  mining  opaiataMW  aa  to  leave  a  ptfficient  np- 
port  for  tha  nrf aoe.  What  impioremento  an  loaaiaiilJj  hum— ij  for 
th*  ptofitaUa  and  boudoial  working  of  tha  minei,  aad  tha  inqniiy  aa  to 
bow  Buoh  of  tha  anriaoe  may  be  reaaooably  needed  for  thia  pntpoaat  an 
qoeitieBB  of  faot  to  ba  datanninad  by  Uw  jnry.    Id, 

%.  Owx^  or  Uinisa  Biohtb  ojixniot  Uu  Bcbiaoi  ok  Maxbbuu  of 
tike  bukd  for  chuiging  the  chuaoter  of  the  minaral  to  which  ha  ia  anti« 
tied,  aa  far  oonTarting  ooal  into  coke;  audinejeotmantfw  themrfaoaof 
tha  land,  evidence  aa  to  how  mnA  of  tha  anrfaoe  waa  or  might  be  needed 
for  tha  ataotion  of  ooka-ovena  ia  prc^erly  azolnded.    Id. 

7.  EnonmniOR  Sobtaoi  or  Hikxsal  Lims—Etiduhix.  — Where,  ia 
an  aetiaa  in  tha  natnra  of  ^eetment  (w  the  earfaoe  of  land  naad  hi. 
Pwhii^  »  miaa^  it  speared  that  tha  daf ondant  had  eatabliabed  a  aapplj 
atani  tt  ia  act  error  to  admit  avidano*  ahowiag  that  two  other  atoraa 
ware  laaatad  near  the  aiine^  for  tha  ptupaaa  of  tinting  tha  ugan^  of 
tka  alleged  neoeaaity  impelling  the  defendant  to  ooonpy  the  land  for 
■seh  pojpaae)  and  evidanoe  of  the  valna  of  improvementa  made  by  that 
dalMulant  anmnd  the  mines  is  relevant  aa  aflaoting  the  rental  valne  of 
tha  hod  anad  f or.  Bnt  it  baotoompetemttoahow,  in  anoh  action,  that 
gartianhr  iadividnala  in  the  nei^iboriiood  aarriad  on  a  mine  withont  a 
•torehonsa  te  anpplie^  the  bnaineee  of  mining  in  tha  vinni^  being  ot  a 
data  too  rooMit  to  aatabliah  a  enaton.    Id, 

UISTAKK. 

1.  Pownt  or  OoCBifl  or  Bgcnr  to  Anou)  RiUBr  raui  isa  Con- 
MQuMauM  or  Mutual  Mutaxis  ot  partiea  to  written  inatnunanta 
ia  rtot  atriotly  limited  to  ■"■■**'"-  of  fact,  bat  extenda  alao  to  miatakea 
of  law.  It  nothing  mora  than  tha  bare  miataka  ot  law  alone  be  abown 
aa  a  taaaon  for  relief,  it  will  rarely,  if  ever,  ba  granted;  yet  eqtuty  will 
interfere  where  it  further  appeara  that  the  dafendaot,  availing  bimaelf 
of  tb*  t^portimitiea  afforded  by  the  mistake,  will  take  an  unoonaoionable 
advantage^  withont  ooniidera^on,  the  plaintiff  Iiaing  blamcdaaa,  and  the 
dafMdant  being  in  no  poaition  entitling  him  to  eqnitaJ>le  pR>teeti<Mt> 
BeMOM  v.  Marim,  816. 

%  OiTLT  Vm-  CuLAB  AND  CoNviMoiiia  Fnoois  WILL  u  BtmnoiurT  to 
Ovmoon  Pusukftioh  that  tlta  written  itkstmnianta  whieh  parties 
have  executed  for  the  purpose  of   evidenciug  aud  ciicyiag  into  aflael 


Irdbl  978 

^  frooeedidf '  sales  of  the  mortgagiBd  property  for  hMoimiiM  and  bt&efit, 

b  valid,  thoagh  the  attempt  to  extend  the  aeonrity  of  tfae  nmigage  orer 
^  after4ioqiiired  goods  is  mmvailing,  OKoept,  periiapsy  aa  a  lioeBse  to  aeiaa 

^"  tfae  goods.    Rcundy  v.  Conivert^  240. 

^        WL  SzxMFTiovs. — Whxrs  Mobtqaoob  whbm  Ezicctting  ACSATnL  MOBT* 
>^*  OAOB  does  not  ennmerate  or  reserve  the  exemption  provided  by  sectioik 

^  SM2,  subdivision  8,  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Wisoonsiny  nor  elaim  it 

'<'  vhila  the  property  is  in  the  hands  of  the  mortgagee,  ha  loaea  all  rights 

after  the  property  is  sold  under  the  mortgage,  to  elaim  the  aaioant  of 
*»  noh  exemption  in  the  proceeds  of  the  sale.    Id, 

^  See  GBOwnro  CBors,  8,  4;  HoiOBnAsa,  7. 


MUNICIPAL  OOBPORATIOK. 


1^        L  Qbmhakos  Void  in  Pabt.  —If  there  are  several  prohiUtioiis  in  an  ordi* 
nanoe,  some  of  which  are  void  and  others  valid,  if  a  penalty  b  provided 
I  applying  to  each  offense  separately,  the  ordinanoe  may  ba  aalofoad  in 

1^  respect  to  offenses  of  which  it  is  valid,  aa  if  the  void  povtiona  had  been 

;::  omitted,     /'oyer  v.  De$  PktheSy  494. 

0        f,  CioKSTiTnnoNAL  Law.  —It  is  Clxablt  wtchih  Lioislativi  FOwbb  ov 
%  State,  so  far  aa  any  limitations  reanlting  horn  the  federal  oonatitatioii 

^  are  concexBed,  to  anthorise  the  passage  by  eity  couneilB  of  ordinanoea 

which  prohibit  the  sale  of  certain  eommoditiee,  either  generally  or  be- 
^  yond  specified  limits,  or  within  certain  hoovaof  the  day.  Asforie  Bo^ 

f        1.  Id.  —  Mitnioifal  Obdinamoi.  —  It  ib  Cubablt  wrnoN  OoMnriHOT  ov 
t  GsirxBAL  AsancBLT,  imDiE  COBrnmrnoN  of  AitAiuifA,  to  del^ata 

to  a  municipal  corporation  the  power  to  establish  pnblio  markets,  and  to 
fi  confine  the  sale  of  commodities,  which,  in  consideration  of  pnblio  health, 

require  police  inspection  and  snpervision,  to  snch  markets,  even  if  a  re- 
Bolt  of  tiie  exercise  of  this  power  shonld  be  the  destraetion  of  an  exist- 
ing and  long-established  business.  Id, 
C  Id.  —  MtmioiFAL  Obdinarobs  BaoirLATiHO  Saueb  or  GoiiiioDini8»  en- 
acted under  legiBlative  authority,  must  be  oonsistsnt  with  general  Uws^ 
reasonable  in  their  provisions,  and  referable  to  the  performanoe  of  soma 
xeoogniaed  governmental  function.  Id. 
§,  Id.  —  Municipal  Obdinancb,  Likk  Statute,  mat  bb  Valid  in  some  of 
its  provisions,  and  invalid  as  to  others,  and  a  party  sssailing  the  ordi* 
nance  because  of  the  latter  must  ehow  himself  to  be  a£focted  thereby* 
Id. 
i.  Id.  — Powsb Oivxn  in  Citt  CHABfiiB  TO  "BiiouLATB  andManaob  Mas* 
KBTb  "  authoriies  the  city  council  to  adopt  ordinances  prdfaibiting  tho 
sale  of  commodities  at  stores,  stalls,  and  places  in  the  city  oatside  of 
tfae  market-houses.  While  the  power  '*  to  regulate  "  does  not  authorize 
prohibition  in  a  general  sense,  yet  it  confers  authority  to  oonfine  the 
business  referred  to  to  certain  hours  of  the  day,  to  certain  localities  or 
buildings  in  a  city,  and  to  prescribe  rules  for  its  prosecution  within  those 
hours,  localities,  and  buildings.  Id. 
7b  Municipal  Cobpobation  WmoH  is  Authobizbd  to  Rxoulatb  Ant  Given 
Subject,  and  to  require  those  who  do  any  act  to  obtain  a  license  or  per- 
mit therefor,  may  charge  the  person  procuring  it  a  reasonable  fee  to  cover 
the  labor  and  expense  attending  the  issue  of  such  license  or  permit,  al- 
though the  power  to  do  so  is  not  expressly  given  in  the  charter.    Thia 


U.  TOwnnntB  oi  Vxiratat  to  Cokstbdct  Stbxzt-rulwat — Sudr  Priti* 
UQK  A  LioiHBi  —  Rkncwal  NacassAnr.  —  If  privilaga  of  oompyinf 
ttrsat  and  building  rulwmy  i>  conforrad  by  niimi«ip»Itty  for  a  I'liilmi 
tine,  when  that  time  expire*  the  privil^e  no  longer  exiitB.  Snch  oom* 
•■nt  ii «  tnsie  Iic«nie,  and  cntil  it  ia  nvuled  of,  no  contrmotoAl  obliga- 
tiou  or  relation  arisea  which  reqnira  »  jndiciml  decUratioi)  of  forfiitnre. 
Aftar  the  time  limit  expiree,  renewal  of  the  prinl^  is  neoetury  to 
permit  the  compBDy  to  occupy  the  Btraets  and  build  its  road.  JteMon 
8.  S.  Co.  T.  Hatm,  800. 

it.  Uunmirii.  CoEPORATion  is  Liabu  roK  Ixnsiza  Subtaixxd  bvBusoh 
OF  ITS  KlGLiOT  to  keep  ita  etreeta  in  proper  and  safe  ooodition,  where 
it  ha«  by  ita  charter  the  power  to  lay  out,  improro,  light,  and  keep  ita 
•trarta  in  order.    Clark  t.  Jiiehmond,  281. 

A  Ummaru.  Cokpobatioh  ts  Liabls  fok  Pxamrmro  Esiuvatioii  to 
Itgwuu  XJswMSCED,  or  without  proper  gnarda,  in  anch  oloae  pcozimity  to 
'  Qte  highway  that  one  rightfnlly  using  it  may,  without  any  fault  on  hia 
fart,  but  aa  the  result  of  an  nointentiontl  deviation  or  an  imfidwntal 
suMtep,  anatain  injury  by  falling  into  aneh  axoaTatioiL  But  it  i*  not 
liable  where,  in  order  to  reach  the  place  of  danger,  the  party  injured 
mnat  beoome  an  intruder  or  trespasser  upon  the  pramisea  of  another.  Id. 

tL  MunnnPAL  Cobfobation  ts  kot  Liabli  vor  Luvma  Placr  Aixtmaa  n> 
CiULDRXN  exposed  without  barriers,  whan  sooh  plaoe  can  only  be  reached 
by  learing  the  highway  and  trespassing  upon  the  pnmlsa*  of  another. 
Its  ds^  ooes  not  extend  to  the  protaotion  of  children  aguaat  erety  aad« 
dm  freak  that  may  poMeas  tham.   Id. 

Be*  BoviM^  i,  8|  Pbacs;  HtnBAHon,  St  lUnJMmfc 


Sm  Ohkinal  Law. 

FATiaABLB  BIVEBa 
See  Bovbsabul 

NBQIJaSNOE. 

b  WiMaJataHm,  WKMa  kot  a  Qnamnr  at  FAor.^WbsM  than  la  ao  cosi- 
flict  of  teatinumy,  the  court  muat  neoeaaanly  dedda  the  legal  eBM 
of  the  tastinumy  in  the  record.  In  doing  tUs,  them  is  no  dc^artnre 
tnnn  the  Icmg-aettled  role  that  the  evidenoe  will  not  ba  weighed  by  this 
comt.     Indianafolia  etc  R'y  Co.  v.  Waitcm,  S78. 

%  CosmiBtiTOBT  KEauoiKo^  QdbTion  or,  PsonBLr  SuxMrrnD  to  the 
jnry  under  thecircomatanoeaof  the  particular  case.  AlabamaO.S.  R.S, 
Co.  T.  AnvM,  3H. 

%,  QvimoHOFOoirrRiBinoBTHKiLiOBMOi— WHsmanatJvBroBCoTrBT, 
— Ifthetestiinony  relating  to  anch  negligence  iieonfliotin^  or  not  being 
omflicting  if  the  inferenoea  to  be  drawn  therefrom  are  donbtfol  or  nn- 
oertaio,  the  qneation  of  negligenoa  is  for  the  jnry.  Bot  if  the  eridMMe  ia 
undiapnted,  and  the  infereuces  therefrom  plain  and  oertain,  the  qnestioa 
ia  MM  of  law  for  the  court     Se(fM  T.  CUxvo  etc  R.  B.  Co.,  168. 

A  OwMEM  or  pRKKDis  WHO  DiBiOTLT  OS  VI  iHPUOATion  LTDDOBa  P^ 

■oils  TO  Entbk  oil  aud  pasa  over  them,  thereby  Bssamea  an  obligation 

I  that  they  are  iu  safe  coadition,  aad  suitable  for  auch  use,  aad  for  a 

I  breaoh  of  thia  obligatioo  he  is  liable  in  damages  to  a  peraon  injond 


^ 


»  MiHy  dilMUva  dMwiptim  in  a.  m1«  <m  axeeaticB  ewaot  ba  betpsd 
•at  bf  aridfliioa  of  bota  twiing  to  prora  what  property  the  offiotr 
gcdMblj  iutandad  to  adTartiae  and  aelL     Id. 

.  HaxDf  Catut  Sifra»  Stuotlt  Afplus  to  jTrDioLU.  Suja,  anbiaot 
to  the  qualificatioii  that  the  pnrcbaMr  a  aatitted  to  relief  on  the  groond 
of  after-diaoovBred  miitake  of  materiikl  facta,  or  fraud.  But  to  entitla  him 
to  ralief  aach  miatake  mnat  ba  mstnaJ,  and  when  tnmd  or  miatake  la 
feBad  on  by  him,  after  the  aale  baa  been  oon&rmad,  it  mnat  be  olaarly 
and  diftiiMtly  charged  and  proved.    Btdd  t.  Dftr,  272. 

,  Pdbobaber  at  Jttdioiai,  Salb,  bt  his  Cohtbaoi  ov  Puschab^  Waitm 
Ebbok  or  CovKt  in  decreeing  the  aale  withoot  ordaring  an  aeooont  tt 
liena  to  be  firat  taken.    Id. 


JUEISDICnON. 

1.  Oonmtnonvi  Sbstioi  or  Snoioira  sr  Puxlhution.  —  Hiimeaota 
atatote  (Qen.  State.  187S,  o.  66,  aeo.  H)  anthoriiifig  a  oonatmotive  ear- 
vioa  of  •Dminona  by  pnblioation,  "npou  the  filing"  of  an  affldavit 
miUjing  tba  non-reaidenoe  of  the  dsfandaa^  etc,  makea  aneh  filing  a 
pmteqaiaite  omditioii  to  an  aathoriied  pnfalieatton.  And  if  the  affldwrit 
be  aot  filed  until  after  the  publication,  eren  if  it  be  dona  on  the  day  of 
(he  entry  ef  the  }ndgment,  the  oonrt  aoqoiiea  no  JD<iadietia&,aDd  Ha 
JndgBtent  ii  void.     Barber  t.  MorrU,  BSH. 

&  It  Aztkakibo  ufos  Fao>  or  Biookd  tsat  Scraotoin  in  Aunos  wai 
Skbtsd  in  a  way  inefibotoal  to  oonfer  jnriadlotion,  it  wiU  not  be  ^e- 
anmad  that  a  ralid  aerrioa  waa  made  in  aome  other  way.    Id. 

X.  In  llmnBOXA,  Oouxr  Aogcnn  No  Juaaomnoii  bt  na  AiTAOHiaDn 
of  property  of  the  defendant  in  an  aetum,  withont  an  anUioriaad  aerrioa 
ct  the  annunona.    Id. 

4.  Bzan  Gotntr  hai  JuBZRDKTKur  to  Bbmotb  a  Cloud  rsoK  FLAinm*^ 
AxLi  erected  by  a  aale  of  hia  property  nnder  a  Jndginant  entered  in 
ooa  of  the  natioBal  Mnrta  agalaat  another  peraon.  WMertU  r.  KtrU, 
SH. 

B.  OBnoTioN  TO  JuBisDKrnoir,  wekh  Too  Lati.  —Where  action  agonal 
railroad  oompai^  la  bron^t  nnder  atatnte  <aectica  SO  of  Kanaa*  Code) 
which  makea  proriaion  aa  to  when  Jnriadiction  ahall  attach  in  anch 
eaaea,  and  ia  Wed  ia  a  Juatioe'a  oonrt,  the  judgment  tfaerem  appealed 
from,  and  the  caaa  afpin  tried,  it  ia  too  lats^  upon  a  moticni  for  a  new 
trial  then  made,  to  object  tor  the  first  time  to  the  jnriadiation.  ftawoe 
(«B.  Cb.  V.  Sodebtt^S,  716. 

See  EvTirr,  3;  Br>atbb  or  DicBinBn;  JoDauxn. 

JUBT  AND  JXTBOBfi. 
Ko  Bkkok  m  BBicniBtt  Tsial  bt  Jdiit  ib  Sdr  Pdbilt  or  EgtmABU 
OocunXABO^  aneh  aa  action  to  canoal  a  note  aad  mortgag*.     Lane  ▼. 
Stklmmw,  821. 

See  Nboliobhoi,  1. 

LANDLORD   AND  TENANT. 
1.  Valid  Leabb  hat  bb  Masb  or  Labd  tkbb  ib  FoaaxmoB  or  T  rnni.iB'i 
Tdiabt,  nnder  aa  nnezpirad  leaae;  and  the  leaaor  ia  anawerable  iu  dam* 
*gea  tohia  leaaee  i[  he  falU  todisposaees  aach  tenant  after  the  expiration 


Bol  1m  miiledv  altiiosj^  aaaim  of  th«  i&Btnietiomi  may  by 
■BbJ«et  to  eriticuniL    Atekimm  eic  B,  B,  Co,  t.  Sadler,  729. 

$lL   lAVfEUCnOHS  KUBT  ALWATB  BB  CoHfllBUSD  IN  TBS  LlOBT  OV  THJI  Iwni 

on  trial,  and  the  eTidanoe  ofiered  in  thoir  rapport    Ckieago  eCe.  J2.  A.  On 

T.  DOTomWI. 
tt.  Bvipmcg.  —  Wmna  Gmtbeal  Oajacnoy  only  m  RuaiP  to  Iniuouni' 

rum  ot  Bboobd  Coft  ov  Dxbd  ocnireyiiig  land,  which  oopy  woold  htm 

boon  admiwiWft  under  certain  circnmstukOM,  such  ob joetun  ia  not  afiil- 

abla  for  the  pmpooM  of  error.  .8nM  v.  Letghtam,  778. 
ML  Ir  TvniioiiT  Bbtabuhbi8  Tboth  ov  Matebial  Avbbmmiitb  la  Puti, 

on  which  the  pUintiff  took  iMiie,  without  objoetion,  the  doteidant  ii  oa- 

titlad  to  a  vardictk  wboCiier  the  plea  waa  loffioiettt  or  not.    AhAaata  0» 

8.B.B.C0.  T.  Arnold,  864. 
t7.  BBBoiraovs    SaoctimioH  ov  Btoxbhcb    ibom  Jubt   la  hot  Gbovxo 

VOB  Rbtbbsal  of  the  Judgment^  where  it  manifeetly  i^peen  from  Ibi 

whole  oaM  that  the  eridenoe^  if  admitted,  could  not  have  inflnenced  the 

▼erdiol    ilinip  ▼.  Jordan,  63. 
9L  KzoLusiDN  ov  Tbrim OFT,  AninfWffoii  or  Whioh  oould  vor  hatb  Av- 

VBOTBD  Rbbolt,  Is  not  graond  for  iiwriiiml  of  a  deoree.    i^orer  Iron  Co, 

▼.  7Vo«i;286. 
fl.  A]niiaawxovlNABiii8nauI>BaiJkBAXiQH,  which  doee  not  cffMt  any  e^ 

etantial  ri^t  of  defendant^  is  not  ground  for  leyenal.   OMook  O,  L.  Cbi 

r.  Oemumin  F,  L  Co.,  288. 
8O1  ByxDBBOB. — Tmuoinr  Imfbopbblt  AuMmmo  nr  PBoor  or  Fact  b 

HabmIj—  Bbxob,  if  the  nme  &ct  was  proved  by  other  evidenoe  which 

was  competent  and  nnoontradicted.    BmmeU  t.  VkMod,  98. 
81.  OukKB  Madb  at  tbx  ImrrAiroB  iOi  to  Pbomoibthb  IsnEBaBT  of  i^pel- 

Unt  will  not  be  reviewed  on  an  appeal  tidcen  by  him.    BotaMo  ^Bado- 

SSL  To  DxBT  CoHToruAiroB,  on  Motion  to  Dobqltb  iNJunonoai  Biiimim 
xna  Sau^  m  Bbbob,  where  the  motion  for  rach  continiianoe  ii  mads 
by  the  comphinant  to  enable  him  to  complete  hie  proofi^  and  ia  aap- 
ported  by  an  affidavit  to  the  eflEect  that  he  haa  additional  and  mateiial 
evidence  to  take  in  the  caee^  wbidi  will  abow  that  the  notice  of  aale  ia 
dafeotive,  and  which,  np  to  thia  tumcb  he  haa  been  unable  to  tnka^  al- 
thoogh  he  haa  need  dne  diligence  in  pecf ectiBg  hie  proofa.  Vamgihi  v. 
Aiier,  806. 

See  AiraflimBBT  and  OABViBBifBRT;  AxmuniB  at  Law;  Hawm^ht^ 
AVP  IvBOLTBHor,  8;  SiBomsvr;  ManBiiflB  abp  Dmn^  8;  Szasr- 


FLEDO& 

1.  Iabv  or  FtiDOBB  n  SrnHounBBD  by  a  Valid  TkinxiB  to  him  cf  the 
amount  dne  and  hia  refnaal  to  accept  it.    LomfjfAcmmgk  v.  MeKeokk,  4SR. 

8.  PtBDOBB  n  Guiurr  ov  Oonvxbsion  iv  Hx  Dboubbs  to  Aogbpt  a  Valib 
Tbndbb  of  the  amount  due  him,  and  thereafter  refnaee  a  demand  made 
on  him  to  auirender  the  pledged  property  to  the  peraon  entitled  tfaereta 
This  oonvenion,  being  wrongful,  extinguishes  the  pledgee's  Uen.     Id* 

8.  Tbndbb  or  Amount  Dub  Plbdobb  u  not  VmATBDby  a  demand  made  at 
the  same  time  for  the  surrender  of  the  pledged  property.    Id. 

i.  Tbndbb  or  Amount  Dub  Plbdobb  mat,  under  the  Civil  Code  of  Oalif  ocni^ 
be  made  after  the  debt  becomes  due,  although  demand  for  the  payment 


kt  tho  tiias  demmod  wm  made  on  the  offioer  lea  poMMMko,  Uwn  ww  > 
pricn  ontsUnding  mortgag*  held  by  mother  penon  agaiiut  the  Mme 
pt^ertf.  Id. 
M.  Bkplxtih  mat  bx  MACfTAiNtD  aoaibbt  SHXBin  who  holda  proper^  bj 
*irtoe  of  ft  writ  in  another  action  ol  replevin  then  pending  and  nnde* 
termined,  and  alio  against  the  pluotiC  in  anch  suit,  where  the  pUintifl 
intteUtteraoitienot  a  partita  the  fint.    £dley  v.  Baytt,  737. 


I.  Kkowlbdob  that  WAXSAifTr  WAS  Falbb  nm  an  u  Sbowk.  —If 
•n  articla  ii  wartMited  to  be  of  a  certain  character,  and  thia  ia  alunm 
to  be  falae,  the  partj  injured  iii«y  recover  damages  for  breach  of  wmr- 
ranly  without  ihowiug  that  party  ""^'"b  tiie  warranty  knew  it  to  b« 
falaa.     Aeajme  t.  W:^4o,  712. 

%,  RnunKOH  or  Coktraot.  —  Whkb^  PAsnui.  PzKFOBiuxai  conilib  in 
tbe  pftjinent  by  defendant  of  an  indebtednete  on  good*  deliTered  to  him 
aa  a  ^mm.^  ^ratifia  for  the  tranafer  to  plaintiff  of  certain  ^■"'^■^  the  latter 
cannot  i«Mind,  if  he  doaa  not  offer  to  repay  defendaut  the  auHMy  wpud 
OKtby  him,  bat  mnat  keep  the  land,  and  ia  entitled  to  reooverUiedifhr- 
MM*  Iwtwaen  the  eontraot  price  and  what  it  is  worth.     Id. 

%,  AuTHOVflH  OoxTUor  OF  Bali  IB  CI  WsiTiiia,  Pabol  Evmiirai  of  Faan 
AMD  MiBBXTKxauiTAiioNS  IS  ApMiasTBLB  TO  Dbfsat  RaooTnr  whm 
pleaded  aa  a  oountercLum  to  action  on  note  given  for  the  porchaae  prioe. 
The  tact  that  the  Irand  and  miaiepneentatioiu  were  made  before  the 
•ontnot  and  note  were  executed  doea  not  prevent  ihowing  that  thay 
wore  indnoemento  to  the  porchaae,  and  that  the  vendee  thereby  ene- 
tained  loae  and  damage.    Dotoagiae  M.  Co.  v.  Q&toii,  607. 

4b  Qnanon  or  Vkhsu's  Waivkb  or  Kioet  to  Dewbtd  ox  Qbooto 
or  TtvMSH  IS  Pbopeklt  Sobkitted  to  thi  Jitbt,  where  vendee  had 
knowledge  af  the  fiaod  prior  to  execution  of  written  oontraet  of  mI*^ 
and  thereafter  executes  note  for  purohaae  prioe,  if  there  ia  ioma  evi- 
denoe  tending  to  rebut  the  pieann^tion  that  the  note  wm  a  wttUmmt 
of  the  elaim  for  damage*  aiising  from  the  fiand.    Id, 

M>  Tmmn'a  Fkaus  ib  Oitouin)  or  Rioovxbt  m  Oov>mouiii  to  adkn 
lor  pnnbaM  price  of  goodi  lold,  although  tben  la  an  abaenoe  of  pcoof«l 
-\ 

Sm  CooTKAon,  14-16. 

SBT-OFF. 
See  ConnvsoLAiiL 


Sm  AmoBHBv  An>  GisxnHicBiiT;  Suuinuoni  Bvura> 

SLANDER. 
L  DmanuRT  a  Aoncm  von   Slaxdu  hat  xot  Show  a  Mxna*xum 

ebonmatNteea  not  known  to  him  when  he  epoke  the  worde  oomplained  ot 

BarUf  T.  Ooptltmd,  at. 
9,  KfTDBMOi  or  THi  Wealth   or  DsrKKDAHT  n  Adhibsibls  id  Aonov 

AOAiirvT  Him   roR  Slabdeb:,  to  ahow  the  extant  of  the  injury  tnfftored 

from  hit  defamatory  words,  and  when  panilwe  damagea  an  allowed,  to 

graduate  the  poaishmeut.     Id. 


Index.  99$ 

nr  Otbd  Buaak  —  Ai  to  the  mp^bmAkKt  of  iStm  dooMiio  of 
•fnitftUe  OQBTonion  to  hada  and  pruporty  dtaate  In  oUmt  rtitM^  th» 
eooxto  of  Wkooodn  haro  no  jnxiadiotion  to  dofcennuio  tfae  tlllo  to  mob' 
Inndiy  nor  tho  kgditj  of  aoenmnlationa  of  lenta  and  proAlB  thtfofronw- 
It  woiold  aom  that  tho  Talidity  of  andh  eooYtmAaOf  or  of  the  mapanaioi^ 
of  the  powor  of  alienatiaD,  woudd  bo  detarminablo  l^i^  kwol  i£a  atat» 
whara  tlia  nwipartj  oiBTarted  is  aitoato.    Id» 


h  CovaLUiiOH  ov  Wmnsa.  — Tho  taatunooy  of  n  iHAmm  tiMt  ha  kneir 
Hm  maaiiing  of  an  order  to  "work  "a  train  betwaen  two  atatlonanamad» 
but  not  stating  what  that  meaning  was.  Is  not  open  to  the  ol^ieotifln  thai 
It  states  the  oonelnsion  of  the  witness.    ItdemathmU  cfoi  J2L  i?.  Ox  ▼» 

%  WmrBBB  OAinroT  bi  CbMPBLLiD  10  AirswxB  Amr  QusnoH  tfae  answer 
to  whioh  wonld  tend  to  criminate  him;  bat  this  priyOege  does  not  extend 
to  an  answer  the  tendency  of  which  is  merely  to  hnmiliate  and  degrade 
the  witness.  And  if  the  proseontion  for  the  offense  is  baited  by  the 
■tatate  of  limitations,  the  reason  of  the  pririlege  ceases,  and  the  witnesa 
ahoold  be  compelled  to  answer.    Ex  parte  BoscowUm,  884. 

IL  Ov  Tbial  ov  Fbkaub  Chabqid  with  vbsq  ComiON  FluMinTDn,  wit- 
nesa has  privilege  of  refusing  to  answer  whether  he  has  had  sexual '. 
Interooorae  with  the  accused,  on  the  ground  that  his  answer  would  • 
eonstitute  an  essential  link  in  the  chain  of  testimony  sufficient  to  oonviot.- 
him  of  a  criminal  offense.    IcL 

k  WmfESB  icAT  NOT  BB  AsKXD  CM  Oboss-bzahznatzov  a  questicn  whicb 
does  not  tend  to  rebut,  impeach,  modify,  or  explain  any  of  his  testi- 
mony.   AtchiKn  etc  Ry  Co,  v.  Oaate,  780. 

S.  FkuonoB — MonoM  to  Stbikb  out  Akswbb  ov  Withbbb.  —When  an  im- 
proper answer  is  given  to  a  legitimate  question,  or  where  a  part  of  the 
answer  Ib  improper,  the  party  complaining  must  move  to  strike  out  the 
answer,  ot  the  improper  part,  or  it  will  not  be  reviewed.  Jfei&y  y^ 
Hayea,  737. 

6L  Witkxss,  Impbaohmbnt  ov.  — Before  n  party  can  impeach  h!ia  own  wit^ 
ness,  under  the  Texas  statute,  some  statement  must  have  been  made  by 
andh  witness  injurious  to  the  cause  he  was  called  to  testify  in  behalf  ef. 
It  is  not  sufficient  that  the  witness  makes  a  statement  different  from  what 
tfae  party  calling  him  had  reason  to  believe,  and  did  beUeve,  he  would 
make,  if  the  statement  made  is  not  injurious.     Betmeti  t.  Aale,  878. 

?•  Witnbbs^  Impbaohiixiit  or— Sitbfbisb.— a  party  &oiia>(l0  surprised  afe 
unexpected  testimony  of  his  witnees  may  ask  the  witnesa  as  to  his  previ- 
ous dedaxations  alleged  to  have  been  made  by  him  inconsistent  with  hia 
testimony,  with  an  object  to  probe  his  recollection,  and  lead  him,  if  mis- 
taken, to  review  what  he  has  said,  or  to  explain  the  attitude  of  th» 
party  calling  the  witness.  Bat  when  the  sole  object  is  to  discredit  the> 
witness,  such  testimony  will  not  be  received.     Id. 

8L  Pabdobbd  Witkbss  — Gompbtbmot  —  Crbdibilitt.  —  Party  who  has  beeik 
convicted  of  a  felony,  and  afterwards  fully  and  legally  pardoned,  is  ai 
oompetent  witness,  but  the  record  of  his  conviction  may  be  put  in  evi- 
dence against  him  as  affecting  his  credibility,  and  counsel  has  the  right 
to  comment  upon  his  credibility  when  addressing  the  jury.    Id. 

I.  EviDBNCE.  —  Priob  Statbmemts  Madb  bt  a  Witnbss  mat  bb  RaaBivBi> 
IN  EviDENCB  whed  the  adverse  party  has  sought  to  impeach  him  hy 
Am.  8t.  Rep.,  Vol.  V.~6S 


rf 


